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In the first part of this note, we review results concerning analytic characterization of convexity
for planar sets. The second part is devoted to results valid for arbitrary m > 2.

1 Introduction

The notion of a convex set was introduced by Hermann Minkowski at the close of the 19th century.
In 1897–1903, he published four papers treating different aspects of convex sets (see [23, p. 224] for
the corresponding references), and his work initiated the modern theory of convexity. Minkowski’s
definition (it is given in his first paper [17, p. 198], where these sets are studied on their own),
is equivalent to the common, modern one based on an intrinsic property of convex sets (cf. [23,
Definition 1.3]):

Definition 1.1. A set S ⊂ R
m is convex if with every two points x, y belonging to S the entire

segment joining x and y lies in S.

It is amazing that Motzkin’s theorem that characterizes the convexity in another natural way—
in terms of the nearest point property—appeared only in 1935.

Theorem 1.1 (Motzkin, [18]; see also [23], Theorem 7.8). Let S be a closed set in R
m. This

set is convex if and only if a unique nearest point in S corresponds to every point in R
m.

In the 1950s, this result was generalized by using Sz—the set of all points in R
m having z as

a nearest point in S. Namely, the following characterization of convexity is valid.

Theorem 1.2 (Phelps, [20]). Let S be a closed set in R
m. This set is convex if and only if Sz

is a closed cone in R
m with vertex z.

The following characterization of convexity was obtained in 1976. It involves the Steiner sym-
metrization of a set (see, for example, [23, Definition 12.7]), and its converse is also true; see the
monograph [8].

Theorem 1.3 (Falconer, [9]). Let S ⊂ R
m be a compact set of positive Lebesgue measure. If

the Steiner symmetrizations of this set about all hyperplanes are convex, then S is convex.

Further data on history of convexity can be found in an account presented by Fenchel [10] in
1983. However, it was not until the mid-1980s that first results on analytic characterization of
convex sets had been published; see [3] and [19]. Almost 40 years past since then, but there is
still no summarizing survey on diverse results in this field which has numerous applications; in
particular, in the analysis of Hardy-type inequalities [4]. In the present paper, our aim is to fill in
this gap, at least partially, by reviewing the mentioned, now classical, results along with new ones
that appeared during the past few years; see [15] and [22].
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The paper’s plan is as follows. Several criteria for the convexity of a planar domain/closed set
are considered in Section 2; in particular, a characterization of half-planes in terms of a distance
function is given. In Section 3, various results are presented which are valid for arbitrary m > 2.
In particular, the characterization of convexity is considered which involves a bilinear form defined
on exterior, unit normals on ∂D. It is valid for a bounded domain D with smooth boundary and
its proof is based on the Crofton formula for the surface measure |∂D|. The proof of another
characterization of convexity is based on application of another bilinear form; namely, the norm in
the Sobolev space H1/2(Rm).

2 The convexity of planar sets

Throughout this section D will denote a proper subdomain of the Euclidean plane R
2, and so

the boundary ∂D is not empty. Hence the distance function with respect to ∂D is defined; namely,

d(x, ∂D) = inf
y∈∂D

|x− y| or d(x) for brevity ; (2.1)

here x = (x1, x2) ∈ D and |x− y| =
√

(x1 − y1)2 + (x2 − y2)2 is the Euclidean norm in R
2. Thus

the disc

Br(x) = {y ∈ R
2 : |y − x| < r} ⊂ D provided r = d(x). (2.2)

It occurs that the distance function d(·, ∂D) is a convenient tool for characterization of convexity.

2.1. Convexity of D via the distance function. The following result has a simple proof.

Theorem 2.1 (Armitage and Kuran, [3]). If d(·, ∂D) is superharmonic in a domain D ⊂ R
2,

then D is convex.

Proof. Let us assume D ⊂ R
2 to be nonconvex and show that d(·, ∂D) is not superharmonic in D.

According to the assumption, there exist a point y ∈ ∂D, a closed half-plane P with y ∈ ∂P
(without loss of generality, we set y = (0, 0) and P = {x ∈ R

2 : x2 > 0}), and r > 0 such that

P ∩ (Br(y) \ {y}) ⊂ D , whereas (∂D \ {y}) ∩Br(y) ⊂ R
2 \ P ;

cf. [23, Theorem 4.8].

Then for x ∈ B = Br/8(x0), where x0 = (0, r/4), we have that d(x, ∂D) > x2 provided x1 6= 0.
Hence

∫

B

d(x, ∂D) dx >

∫

B

x2 dx = π(r/8)2(r/4) = π(r/8)2d(x0, ∂D) ,

and so the area mean-value inequality, guaranteeing the superharmonicity of d(·, ∂D), is violated
for B.

It should be emphasized that Theorem 2.1 is specifically a two-dimensional result, because
neither D nor D need be convex in higher dimensions. The example given by Armitage and Kuran
[3, Sect. 5] to confirm this assertion involves the domain in R

3 bounded by a particular torus.

2.2. Characterization of half-planes. Presumably, the first question about an analytic
characterization of a convex set appeared as an exercise in the textbook [12]. It concerns a half-
plane which is the maximal, so to speak, convex domain in R

2. The exceptional analytic property
of its distance function d arises from the following observation.
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Let a point x ∈ R
2 belong to a half-plane which can be taken {x ∈ R

2 : x2 > 0}, without loss
of generality. It is obvious that the distance from x to the x1-axis bounding this half-plane— the
length of the segment orthogonal to the x1-axis— is equal to x2, and so is a harmonic function in
this domain. The converse assertion is far from being trivial to prove; it is referred to as one of
“three secrets about harmonic functions” in the interesting note [6], where the characterization of
half-planes is as follows.

Theorem 2.2. If d(·, ∂D) is harmonic in a domain D ⊂ R
2, then D is a half-plane.

A sketch of proof. It is clear that (2.2) is valid for every x ∈ D and D = d−1(0,+∞). Fixing
x∗ ∈ D arbitrarily, we denote by y∗ a point on ∂D with |y∗ − x∗| = d(x∗). Without loss of
generality, y∗ can be taken as the origin, whereas x∗ = (0, x∗

2) with x∗
2 > 0. Then Bx∗

2
(x∗) ⊂ D

and the fact that
d(x) = x2 for every x = (0, x2) with x2 ∈ (0, 2x∗

2]

is a consequence of harmonicity and continuity of d. Hence the equality d(x) = x2 is valid in Bx∗

2
(x∗)

because harmonic functions are real-analytic. In the same way, we have that B2x∗

2
(x∗

1) ⊂ D, where
x∗
1 = (0, 2x∗

2), and so

d(x) = x2 for every x = (0, x2) with x2 ∈ (0, 22x∗
2],

in which case d(x) = x2 in B2x∗

2
(x∗

1). Iterating this procedure, we obtain that d(x) = x2 in the
disc B2nx∗

2
(x∗

n) ⊂ D, where x∗
n = (0, 2nx∗

2).

It is clear that the union of discs ∪n∈{1,2,... }B2nx∗

2
(x∗

n) coincides with the half-plane

P0 = {x ∈ R
2 : x2 > 0} and d(x) = x2 in P0,

because this equality is valid in each disc. Since the latter is a subset of D, we have that P0 ⊂ D.
On the other hand, d is superharmonic in D, and so this domain is convex by Theorem 2.1. But
a convex domain can contain a half-plane only coinciding with it; thus, D = P0.

2.3. Convexity of D via solutions to the modified Helmholtz equation. It occurs that
it is possible to describe the domain’s convexity by means of these solutions (labelled panharmonic
functions in [7]) by imposing some conditions on them. Let ∂D be bounded and sufficiently smooth,
say C2; then the Dirichlet problem for the modified Helmholtz equation

∇2v − µ2v = 0 for x ∈ D, µ ∈ R+, (2.3)

has a unique solution satisfying the boundary condition

v(x) = 1 for x ∈ ∂D; (2.4)

here and below ∇ = (∂1, ∂2) is the gradient operator, ∂i = ∂/∂xi. It has long been known (see, for
example, [14]) that a solution of this problem, say v(x, µ), satisfies the inequalities

0 < v(x, µ) 6 1 for all x ∈ D and any µ > 0. (2.5)

In this connection, see the recent survey [2, Sect. 2.1], where a detailed account of results concerning
the strong maximum principle for elliptic operators is presented.

Let us show that problem’s solutions corresponding to large values of µ characterize the domain
D in the following way.
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Theorem 2.3. Let D ⊂ R
2 be a bounded domain with smooth boundary. If the condition

|∇v(x, µ)| 6 µv(x, µ), x ∈ D, (2.6)

holds for solutions of problem (2.3), (2.4) with all large µ > 0, then D is convex.

Before proving this theorem, let us illustrate it with two elementary examples. In the first
one, the domain D is the half-plane P0, in which case it is natural to require that v(x, µ) → 0 as
x2 → ∞. Duffin [7] established that v(x, µ) = e−µx2 solves problem (2.3), (2.4) complemented by
the latter condition; see his proof of Theorem 5. Condition (2.6) is fulfilled for this function for all
µ > 0, and so Theorem 2.3 implies the obvious fact that D is convex. Notice that

−µ−1 log v(x, µ) = x2 = d(x, ∂D)

in agreement with the assertion of Theorem 2.4 formulated below.

In the second example, the domain D is a disc, and so convex. As usual, I0 stands for
the modified Bessel function of the first kind (see, for example, [7, p. 111]). If a ∈ (0, 1), then
v(x, µ) = aI0(µ|x|) solves problem (2.3), (2.4) in the disc Br(0) = {y ∈ R

2 : |y| < r} provided
r > 0 is such that aI0(µr) = 1.

It is clear that properties of the function I0 (see [1, sect. 9.6]) yield condition (2.6) for v(·, µ);
indeed, it takes the form I1(µ|x|) < I0(µ|x|), because

|∇v(x, µ)| = µaI1(µ|x|)

in view of formula [1, 9.6.27].

Now, we formulate two assertions essential for proving Theorem 2.3; they follow from results
obtained in the classical Varadhan’s article [24].

Theorem 2.4 ([24], p. 434). Let D ⊂ R
2 be a bounded domain with smooth boundary. If

v(x, µ) is a solution of the Dirichlet problem (2.3), (2.4), then

−µ−1 log v(x, µ) → d(x, ∂D) as µ → ∞ (2.7)

uniformly on D.

The second assertion is a corollary of Theorem 3.6, [24].

Proposition 2.1. Let v(x, µ) be a solution of the Dirichlet problem (2.3), (2.4) in a bounded
domain D ⊂ R

2 with smooth boundary. Then for every ρ ∈ (0, 1/2), there exists a constant Cρ > 1
such that the estimate

v(x, µ) 6 Cρ exp{−µ (1− ρ) d(x, ∂D)} , x ∈ D,

is valid for all µ > 0.

Proof of Theorem 2.3. It is sufficient to show that conditions (2.6) imply that d is superharmonic
in D; indeed, this allows us to apply Theorem 2.1, thus demonstrating the convexity of D.

For a nonvanishing u ∈ C2(D), one obtains by a straightforward calculation that

∇2(log u) = −|∇u|2
u2

+
∇2u

u
in D.
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Therefore, if v(·, µ) > 0 is a solution of the Dirichlet problem (2.3), (2.4) with large µ > 0, then

−∇2(log v) = −µ2 + |∇v|2/v2 < 0

provided condition (2.6) is valid. Hence, −µ−1 log v(·, µ) is superharmonic in D for all large µ > 0.

The next step is to demonstrate that passage to the limit in Theorem 2.4 preserves superhar-
monicity. In view of inequality (2.5) and condition (2.6), Proposition 2.1 implies that

−µ−1 log v(x, µ) > −µ−1 logCρ + (1− ρ) d(x, ∂D) , x ∈ D. (2.8)

Averaging this over an arbitrary open disc Br(x) such that Br(x) ⊂ D, we obtain

−µ−1 log v(x, µ) > −µ−1 logCρ +
1− ρ

πr2

∫

Br(x)

d(y, ∂D) dy .

Indeed, the function on the left-hand side of (2.8) is superharmonic and the first term on the right
is harmonic. Letting µ → ∞ first and then ρ → +0, we see that the last inequality turns into

d(x, ∂D) >
1

πr2

∫

Br(x)

d(y, ∂D) dy , x ∈ D,

in view of (2.7).

Since the obtained inequality is valid for all r > 0 such that Br(x) ⊂ D, the distance function
d(·, ∂D) is superharmonic in D. Then Theorem 2.1 yields the assertion of Theorem 2.3, thus
completing its proof.

Many assertions about convexity (see, in particular, Theorems 1.1 and 1.2) are formulated
in the following form: “a set is convex if and only if some property is fulfilled”. Therefore, it is
interesting to ascertain whether the converse of Theorem 2.3 is true.

Conjecture 2.1. Let D ⊂ R
2 be a bounded, convex domain with smooth boundary. Then

inequality (2.6) is fulfilled for solutions of problem (2.3), (2.4) provided µ is sufficiently large.

It is not unlikely that this assertion can be true for every m > 2.

2.4. A local version of Theorem 2.1. Let F 6= ∅ denote a proper, closed subset of R2; for
every x ∈ R

2 the distance function from F is

d(x, F ) = inf
y∈F

|x− y| , (2.9)

which is analogous to (2.1). It occurs that this function characterizes the convexity of F in the
same way as the distance function d(·, ∂D) does it for the domain D; namely, we have

Theorem 2.5 (Parker, [19]). Let D ⊂ R
2 be a domain such that F ⊂ D. Then the distance

function d(·, F ) is subharmonic in D if and only if F is convex.

The proof is substantially more complicated than that of Armitage and Kuran’s result. Indeed,
along with some simple auxiliary assertions it requires applying the Krein–Milman theorem (see
[24, Theorem 11.5]), as well as the following local Motzkin-type theorem.

Theorem 2.6 (Parker, [19]). Let F 6= ∅ be proper, closed subset of R
m, m > 2. If for x∗ ∈ ∂F

and some r > 0 every point in Br(x
∗) has a unique nearest point in F , then there exists an open

ball of radius r which touches F at x∗; that is, this ball has no common points with F , but x∗

belongs to the ball’s boundary.
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There is a very simple counterexample to Theorem 2.5 in three dimensions, and it can be easily
extended to higher dimensions. Indeed; let (ρ, θ, z) be cylindrical coordinates in R

3, and let

F = {ρ = 1, z = 0};

that is, F is the unit circumference in the plane {z = 0}, which is obviously not convex. Calculating
the Laplacian of the axisymmetric distance function

d(ρ, θ, z, F ) =
√

(ρ− 1)2 + z2 ,

one immediately gets
dρρ + ρ−1dρ + dzz = (2ρ− 1)/(ρd) for ρ 6= 0.

Hence d(·, F ) is subharmonic in the domain {ρ > 1/2, z ∈ R} containing the nonconvex set F ,
which demonstrates that Theorem 2.5 is not valid for domains of dimensions higher than two.

3 The convexity of a set in arbitrary dimension

At the beginning of this section, we consider results similar to those presented in Sections 2.1 and
2.4. Thereupon, an inequality characterizing the convexity of a bounded domain D with smooth
boundary is described; it involves a bilinear form defined on exterior, unit normals on ∂D.

3.1. The convexity via the subharmonicity of the distance function. Let F 6= ∅ be a
proper, closed subset of Rm, m > 2, then the distance d(x, F ) from F is defined by (2.9) for every
x = (x1, . . . , xm) ∈ R

m. The following assertion extends Theorem 2.5 to higher dimensions.

Theorem 3.1 (Armitage and Kuran, [3]). Let the closed set F ⊂ R
m, m > 2, be proper. Then

the distance function d(·, F ) is subharmonic in R
m \ F if and only if F is convex.

A sketch of proof. If F is convex, then the signed distance d(·, H) (it is measured from every its
support hyperplane H so that it is negative in the interior of F ) is harmonic in R

m; cf. Section 2.2.
Moreover, we have that d(·, F ) = supH d(·, H), and so this function is subharmonic in R

m \ F ,
because d(·, H) is harmonic.

To prove the “only if” part of theorem’s assertion, let us assume that F is nonconvex. Then
according to Theorem 1.1, there are two distinct points in F , say y1 and y2, equidistant from
some point in R

m \ F ; without loss of generality, the origin can be taken as this point, and so
|y1| = |y2| > 0. Putting

v(x) = min{|x− y1|, |x− y2|} for every x ∈ R
m,

it is easy to show that there exists r∗ > 0 such that

v(0) > M(v, r) for every r ∈ (0, r∗).

Here M(v, r) stands for the mean value of v over the sphere {x ∈ R
m : |x| = r}. Since

v(x) > d(x, F ) for every x ∈ R
m \ F

with equality valid at the origin, we see that

d(0, F ) = v(0) > M(v, r) > M(d(·, F ), r) ,

and so d(·, F ) is not subharmonic in R
m \ F .
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3.2. Characterization of convexity via an inequality for a bilinear form. The recent
preprint [22] begins with the following heuristic observation.

Let D ⊂ R
m, m > 2, be a bounded C1-domain. If two points x, y ∈ ∂D are close, then the

normals nx, ny at these points are almost parallel to each other and both of them are roughly
orthogonal to x − y. However, the normal turns quickly in a region, where the curvature is large,
but along with these regions there are “flatter” regions on the boundary of a convex domain.
Therefore, it might all average out in this case.

The quantitative result based on this argument (it can be interpreted as a global conservation
law for convex domains) is as follows.

Theorem 3.2 (Steinerberger, [22]). Let D ⊂ R
m, m > 2, be a bounded C1-domain. Then

there exists a constant Cm > 0 such that
∫

∂D×∂D

|(nx, y − x)(y − x, ny)|
|x− y|m+1

dSxdSy > Cm|∂D| (3.1)

with equality taking place if and only if D is convex.

Here (·, ·) is the inner product in R
m, whereas dS is the surface measure on ∂D and |∂D| is its

total measure. If D is the unit ball, then the expression on the left-hand side of (3.1) reduces to
√
2 (π/2)m/2

Γ(m/2)

∫

Sm−1

[1− (x,w)]−(m−3)/2dSx , w = (1, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ Sm−1,

which yields that Cm = 2−1
∫

Sm−1 |x1| dS; in particular, C2 = 2 and C3 = π.

The proof of Theorem 3.2 given in the preprint [22] relies essentially on probabalistic technique;
moreover, two assertions are crucial for this proof. The first one is the Crofton formula for a
rectifiable hypersurface in R

m (see, for example, [21]); for our purpose it takes the form:

|∂D| = αm

∫

L

N∂D(ℓ) dϕdp , αm =
Γ([m+ 1]/2)

2 π(m−1)/2
, (3.2)

Here L is the set of all oriented lines in R
m, the kinematic measure on Sm−1 × (0,∞) is denoted

dϕdp, and N∂D(ℓ) stands for the number of transversal crossings of ∂D by ℓ ∈ L. The second
assertion is the following.

Lemma 3.1. Let D ⊂ R
m, m > 2, be a bounded C1-domain. Almost every (with respect to the

kinematic measure) line ℓ ∈ L either has no common points with ∂D or intersects it transversally
at two points exactly if and only if D is convex.

As a consequence of this lemma and formula (3.2), one obtains the inequality

|∂D| = αm

∫

L

N∂D(ℓ) dϕdp 6
αm

2

∫

L

[

N∂D(ℓ)
]2

dϕdp ,

where equality takes place if and only ifD is convex. It occurs that (3.1) follows from this inequality
through a chain of tricky manipulations. A slight modification of these considerations leads to the
following.

Corollary 3.1. Let D ⊂ R
m, m > 2, be a bounded, convex C1-domain. Then

∫

∂D

|(nx, y − x)(y − x, ny)|
|x− y|m+1

dSy = Cm for every x ∈ ∂D;

here Cm is the same as in (3.1).
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Since the Crofton formula is known to be true in a very general setting (see [21]), some con-
ditions imposed on D in this section can be relaxed. Indeed, an analogue of inequality (3.1) was
recently obtained [5] under the assumption that D is just a set of finite perimeter. We recall that
D is a set of this kind provided the distributional gradient ∇χD of its characteristic function χD

defines a finite measure on R
m; that is,

∫

Rm
|∇χD| < ∞. (An exposition of the theory of these sets

is given in the monograph [16].) It occurs that the generalized inequality (see [5, formula (1.3)])
involves the so-called reduced boundary ∂∗D defined for a set of finite perimeter; in particular,
integration over this boundary is used instead of the usual domain’s boundary ∂D.

Another analytic characterization of convexity was obtained by Figalli and Jerison [11] also for
a set F of finite perimeter. Namely, the authors considered the function

{x ∈ R
m : (x, v) = 0} ∋ u 7→ Wv(u) =

∫

R

χF (u+ tv) dt ∈ R , where v ∈ R
m and |v| = 1,

and proved the following.

Theorem 3.3. Let F ⊂ R
m, m > 2, be a bounded set of finite perimeter. If the function Wv

is log-concave for almost every v with respect to the (m− 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure, then
F is convex (up to a set of measure zero).

We recall that Wv is log-concave if it has the form e−V , where V is a convex function mapping
{x ∈ R

m : (x, v) = 0} to R∪{+∞}. Thus this theorem improves Theorem 1.3, according to which
Wv is required to be concave to guarantee that F is convex. The converse of Theorem 3.3 is true as
well. Indeed, if F is convex, then the Brunn–Minkowski inequality [13] implies that Wv is concave
which is even stronger than log-concave.

The proof of Theorem 3.3 is based on measuring the perimeter of a set through the standard
norm in the Sobolev spaceH1/2(Rm), and so the assumption that F has finite perimeter is essential.
However, the authors point out that the theorem could be true without it. It is also worth noticing
that the norm in H1/2(Rm) is a bilinear form like the left-hand side in (3.1).

Acknowledgement. The author thanks Stefan Steinerberger, whose comments about the original
manuscript helped him to improve the presentation.
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Acad. Naz. Lincei, Classe Sci. Fis., Mat. Nat. 21, 562–567 (1935).

19. M. J. Parker, “Convex sets and subharmonicity of the distance function,” Proc. Amer.
Math. Soc. 103, 503–506 (1988).

20. R. R. Phelps, “Convex sets and nearest points,” Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 8, 790–797
(1957).
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