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ON THE REVERSE ISOPERIMETRIC INEQUALITY IN GAUSS SPACE
F. BROCK! - F. CHIACCHIO?

ABSTRACT. In this paper we investigate the reverse isoperimetric inequality with respect to the
Gaussian measure for convex sets in R2. While the isoperimetric problem for the Gaussian measure is
well understood, many relevant aspects of the reverse problem have not yet been investigated. In par-
ticular, to the best of our knowledge, there seem to be no results on the shape that the isoperimetric
set should take. Here, through of a local perturbation analysis, we show that smooth perimeter-
maximizing sets have locally flat boundaries. Additionally, we derive sharper perimeter bounds than
those previously known, particularly for specific classes of convex sets such as the convex sets sym-
metric with respect to the axes. Finally, for quadrilaterals with vertices on the coordinate axes, we
prove that the set maximizing the perimeter “degenerates” into the x-axis, traversed twice.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we study a reverse isoperimetric inequality in the plane with respect to the Gaussian
measure. Clearly the problem is meaningful only if some constraints are imposed on the class of sets
considered. Here we focus on convex sets in R?. This problem, which has attracted the attention of
many authors, see e.g. [Il, 11 12} I3] and the references therein, falls within the category of shape
optimization problems (for an overview of this research topic, see, e.g., the classic monographs [9]
and [10]).

The problem addressed here has significant applications. For instance, its importance in Compu-
tational Learning Theory is discussed in [4] and [8] (see also the references therein).

It is worth noticing that, while the isoperimetric problem with respect to the Gaussian measure has
been thoroughly studied and fully understood, see [3, 5, [6 [I4], many aspects of the reverse problem
remain unclear.

Before discussing how our results fit into the existing literature, let us also mention that similar
issues have been addressed for the unweighted case, see, e.g., [2 [7] and the references therein.

Let Q be a convex set in RY, with N > 2, one defines its Gaussian measure and perimeter as
follows

1 x|
v () = — [ exp 5" dx

and

1 2
P, (Q) = N/ exp _xE dHN L,
(2m)2 Joo 2
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In [I] the author proves that
(1.1) ey = sup { P, (), Q convex subset of R"} < AN,

Nazarov, in [I3], among other things, showed that the behavior of the constant ¢y with respect to
N, provided in the previous inequality, is optimal. However, for any fixed dimension N, it seems
that neither the value of best constant nor the shape of the maximizing set is known.

We are now in position to state our main results. The first result, derived through a local analysis
and presented in Section 2, shows that a perimeter-maximizing set within the considered class is
locally flat. So it provides an indication of the shape that the maximizing set should take.

Theorem 1.1. Let €2 be a mazimizer for the shape functional:
D convez subset of R* — P, (D).
Assume that AP € ) : Bos(P)NOQ € C?, for some § > 0. Then Bs(P) N is a straight segment.

Note that the Theorem above does not address the existence of a maximizing set. The following
result addresses this issue this, but within a significantly small class of convex sets T', which is the
class of convex quadrilaterals with the four vertices lying in the four different semiaxes. In Section
3, we prove the following

Theorem 1.2. The following sharp inequality holds

2 -
(1.2) P, (T) < \/j forany T €T.
T
We will prove the optimality of the constant in (I.2)) by showing that
2

lim P, (T,) =1/—,

n—-+4oo T
where {7, },cy is a sequence of rhombuses that “converges” to the r-axis. Thus, losely speaking, the

optimal set within the class T is the x-axis traversed twice.
In the last section, we obtain a bound for ¢y sharper than the one presented in (IT). On the other

hand, our result holds true in C , which is a class of convex sets much larger than f, but still strictly
contained within the class of all convex sets in R2.
More precisely, the class C' is made by all convex bounded sets in R? such that

CeCeC={(zy) b xR:—gx) <y < fl)},
where a < 0 < b, f, g: [a,b] — [0, +00) are two concave functions such that
fla) = f(b) = g(a) = g(b) = 0

and

rﬁfﬁ&f(x) = f(0), r[gibl}lg(x) = 9(0).
In the fourth and last section, we prove the following

Theorem 1.3. For any C € C it holds that

1 z? + y? L2
(1.3) P, (C) 5 /60 exp < 5 ) dH" < N




2. A MAXIMIZER IS LOCALLY FLAT
The next two Lemmas will be used in the proof (obtained arguing by contradiction) of Theorem [Tl
Lemma 2.1. Let Q C R? be a mazimizer, (xo,yo) € O with yo > 0 such that for some § > 0t holds
N {(z,y) ER*: |z —mo| <6} ={(z, f(z) € R*: |z —m| < 0},
where f € C?([xg — 6,20+ ];R), f'(wg) =0, f"(x0) <O0. Then
(2.1) f"(w0) < —2yo.

Proof of Lemma 2.9l Assumption (2.1)) tells us that, if £ > 0 is small enough, say t < ¢y, then
there are unique numbers x1(t), z5(t) such that

l’l(t) <y < l’g(t), f(l‘l(t)> = f(l‘g(t)) =1y —t and \xl(t) — .CL’()| < (5, 1= 1,2

Further, for ¢« = 1, 2, we have

and
, 1
(2.3) xi(t) = _f’ o)
Let
Q) =N {(z,y) ER*:y <yo—t}.
We have
B B x2(t) . _:172 + (yo . t)2 . _1,2 + f/(:L’)2 Ty N
2 (Pf2(6) = Po(@)] = [ [exp (<) o (D) VT o
and
d P () (oo ()
2 Pl (0) = = e 2= (1= Vi r @)
1 ox _xl(t)z + (Yo —t)° _ ' 2
= ) (1 i o)

w20 ox 2+ (o —t)° = D

(2.4) +/m(t) p < —y ) (yo — t)da.

Notice that

and, by ([2.3) and 2.2,

o F() ) ) ) ) )
=0 f(z1(t) =0 fP(@1(1) 21 (8) 20 fr(za(2)) [ (2a2(t)) 20 [ (22(2))

Therefore

0 Flas(t)

=0 (D)
From (24 and (Z3) we deduce that

8
¥
—~
=
©
ol 2
<
S
|
o~
N
©

' 1 d L -1 exp <_
(2.6) 2mlim maf’w(ﬂ(t)) = Friaa () f (a1 (1))
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i e (LI (1 i o)

=0 1 (2 (1)) 2
xa(t) 2 )
+1%m/ o exp <—W) (yo — t)dx =: Ly + Lo + L3,

We have
(2.7)
L <_x2<t>2 + (o t>2) I 10 P AR M IOV (_a:% +y3)

1 = limexp im im 5 = exp ,

=0 2 =0 fr@(t) =0 f(za(1) 2 2

(2.8) Ly = limex (_xg(t)2 + (v — t)2) lim - v L+ (xl(t>>2 = _1 e <_M)

| > TP 2 SO )2 2

and finally

t
1 _561(t)2+(y0—t)2) B } 2y <_:C§+y§>
e e ( 2 W0 =y P
From (2.6), (271), (28) and ([29) we deduce that
2m lim

=0 {W%PW(Q (t))} = (—1 - f?éfo)) exp (_:c%;yé) .

Since () is a maximizer, the above limit must be nonpositive. We conclude that
2
4o <0
fl/(xo)
and (2.1) immediately follows. O

Lemma 2.2. Let Q as in Lemma 2, then
(2.10) 1" (@0) = —yo.
Proof of Lemma Let h € C? ([xg — 6,20 + 0] ;R), suppose that supp(h) C [rg — 0,20 + ],
and define
fi(x) := f(z) + th(z), for |z — x| <.
Clearly for small enough [¢| - say [t| < 6 - we have f/(z) < 0. Finally, let
Q@) =N {(z,y) e R*:y < fi(z), |z —z0| <6}.
We have
0 > 27 [P, (1)) — Py, (Q)]
zo+3 2 2 2 2
— / : (exp (_7x +§t(x) ) 1+ fl(x)? —exp (—7x +2f(x) ) V1+ f’(a:)z) dx
)
To—75

which implies

d
0 =27 2P (1)

B zo+3 . _:172—|—f(:13)2> i s FH ;
tzo—/m0_2 e p( — [ fh/1+ f'(x) +—1+f’(x)2 T

>



Taking into account that h (:cg + g) = (0 and integrating by parts we obtain

zo+3 2 2
o [ e (L)
z0—% 2

2

—fh/TH PR+ (@ + £ 1) 15?/(:::)2_( 1+f}/<w>2) h] "

Now the Fundamental Lemma of the Calculus of variations yields

— 1+ ff(2)2+ (x+ ff) - +ff’(:c)2 — ( - +ff’(:c)2) =0 on (:co — g,xo + g)
which implies
T Vi I e
V14 fl(x)? + e JTGT + TEyTETH 0
Nt A 0 ke o F A O
1+ f/(x)? (1+ fr(2)?)?
= (=f(A+ ) +af'+ 2 QA+ ) —-f"=0
= (=f+af)(1+f?) - f"=0.
Since yo = f(xo) and f'(z¢) = 0 we get
—yo — f"(w0) = 0,

which is equality (210]). O

Proof of Theorem [1.1] Assume that the assertion is not true. Then there exists a point P € 0f)
and & > 0, such that Bos(P)NOQ € C? and Bs(P)NQ is strictly convex. Note also that the convexity
of  ensures that Bys(P) N (2 lies on one side of Bys(P) N 0 only. Let g be the tangent line to 02
passing through P, by the strict convexity of Bs(P) N we have that QN g = {P}.

Suppose for a moment that the origin O and €2 are on opposite sides of g, or O € g. Let N be the
normal to g pointing away from 2. Shifting €2 a little bit in direction N, we then get a convex set
with larger Gaussian perimeter than (2, contradicting the assumptions. Hence we must have that
O ¢ g and O and ( lie on the same side of g.

This means that we can achieve by a rotation of the coordinate system that

P = ($an0)> with Yo > Oa

Bs(P)NoQ = {(z, f(z)) : |z — x| < 0},
f(xo) =0, f'(x) =0 and f"(z) <0 on [xg— 9,20+ 0].
Therefore
QNn{(z,y):y> f(x), |x—x| <0} =0.
But then Lemma 2.I] and would ensure that
f"(@0) < —2yp
and
f"(0) = —yo,
which is impossible. O
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In view of Theorem [[LT] it is natural to ask whether the Gaussian perimeter attains its maximum
for regular polygons centered at the origin. However, the next result shows that the answer is
negative.

Proposition 2.1. Let T,(r) be the reqular n-gon (n > 3) symmetric with respect to the origin, such
that the maximum distance of its boundary from the origin is r. It holds that

P(T,(r)) < \/g Vr >0 and Vn > 3.

Proof of Proposition 2.1l Let us first analyze the case n > 5.
It holds that

p) = Lo (<25 B ) [ oy (-5 Yt < v (L)

Therefore Vn > 5 and Vr > 0 we have

P (T, (r) < rexp <—M>

2

1 1 1 1
X - @ exp <_§) = oS (%) exp (—5) = 0.7497...

1 1 2
m exp <—§> < \/; = 0.7979...

5

The case n = 4 is contained in Theorem
It remains to treat the case n = 3.
We have

We get the claim since

V3

Py(Ty(r)) = %exp (-%) /Oérexp (-";) do

lim P, (73(r)) = lim P, (T5(r)) =0.

r—0+ r——+00

and

This implies that the function P, (75(r)) attains its maximum at some 7 € (0, +00) .
Computing the derivative, we obtain

LRT() = e (-5 [ﬁexp (20) -5 [ e (-5) do—] .

Thus

Since
lim g(r) =+3 and lim g(r) = —oo0,

r—0t r—+00

the function g(r) must must vanish at least once in (0, +00).



. 2\ . I o? .
Moreover, since v/3exp Y is strictly decreasing on [0, +00) while 3 exp 5 do is
0

strictly increasing on [0, +00), it follows that there exists a unique 7 € (0, 4-00) such that

d

- Py(Ty(r))] =0 and Py(T5(F)) = max P, (Ty(r)).

[0,400)

Since
g(1.49) >0 and ¢(1.50) <0,

we deduce that
7€ (1.49,1.50).

A straightforward computation yields

d

1
d—Pv(TS(T)) <

1
max —.
100

[Py (T5(7)) — Py(T5(1.49)) < 100 [1.49,1.50]

We conclude by observing that
. 1 2
[(:gxia;f P (T5(r)) = Py(T5(7)) < P,(T5(1.49)) + 100 < 0.7382 < \/; =0.7979...

This completes the proof of the Lemma. U

3. THE CASE OF CONVEX QUADRILATERALS

In this section we prove Theorem 1.2.
Let us start by showing that inequality (2] is optimal. To this aim consider the sequence of

1 1
rhombi {7}, }, .y With vertices in the points (n,0), (O, —) , (—n,0) and (O, ——) . One has
n n
.4 1({, 1\’ 1
Jm P (T) = nﬁrfmﬁ/o exp (‘5 (‘” + (‘ﬁ + g) )) 1t ade
2 [ 2 2
T Jo 2 m

Hence the optimal set degenerates into the z-axis, traversed two times.

In order to prove our claim we will obtain the assertion by treating each side of T in the same way.
Or, equivalently, through suitable reflections with respect to the coordinate axes, the quadrilateral
T can be replaced by a rhombus with vertices on the axes and larger Gaussian perimeter. So it is
sufficient to estimate the Gaussian length of just one side of T'. In other words we have to prove that
for any a, L > 0, setting

flx)=a-— %x, with € (0,L),

one has

<[5
3
Il
N
8
@D
]
i)
VR
)
N———
QL
~
V
o\
h
e}
]
i)
/T\
~
)
+
=
S
=
®)
N——
$
+
VR
S
—
S
S~—
N——
I
QL
~
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Equivalently we want to prove that for any a, L > 0 it holds

[ L? + a? a®\ [* 1 (L*+ad*, _d > t2
I := 72 exp (—?)/0 exp (—5( 72 t —QZt)) dt</0 exp (—5) dt.

Clearly we have

2

L? 4 a2 a? /L 1 (VL?+a? a® 1 a*
I=4/ exp | —— exp | —= t — +
L? 2 ) Jo 2 L VI2 + a2 2 L2+ a?

Performing the change of variables

o= — ,
L VL2 + a2
we obtain ,
I — L 2 a \/LL27M2 _0'_2 d
= exp @ =73 p e exp o
ViZtiaZ
Now setting
o >0 and [ L7 >0
= — an = —
1/[]2_‘_61,2 1/[]2_‘_61,2

we obtain

(3.1) [=I(a,B) = exp (—%) /_i exp (—%2) do.

Note that for all non-negative o and 3 we have

(3.2) I(a, ) =1(B,a) and

(3.3) I(a,0) = /anxp (-%2) do < \/g

With the new variables o and (3, the claim of Theorem 1.2 can be written as

S 2
(3.4) sup (e, §) = lim I(1,0) = /O exp (_%) it \/g

R,
where
R, = {(a, B) €R2:a,520}.
The proof of (34 is rather lengthy, so we divide it into several Lemmas.
Lemma 3.1. If {(an, 8,)} C R2, with a2 + 32 — +o0, then
I

(3.5) limsup I(ay, 5,) < 4/ =.

n—oo 2

Proof of Lemma Bl Suppose that ([33) does not hold. Then there exist a number § > 0 and a
sequence {(an, 8,)} C R2 with o2 + 52 — +o0, such that

(3.6) I(ay, Bn) > \/g +d VYneN.



In view of (32) we may assume w.l.o.g. that 8, — +o0c. Further, since

[(ana 5n) < exp (_O‘nﬁn) ’ \/ﬂ’

2
[B.6)) yields that the sequence {a, - £,,} is bounded. In turn, this means that «,, — 0. Finally, we

obtain
s Oénﬁn ™ O‘nﬁn
— < . — < .
\/g+5 < exp( 5 ) ( 2+5)_exp< 5 ) I(aw, Bn)
Bn 0.2 T
= / exp (—7) da—>\/; as n — oo,

a contradiction. |

Next we study some properties of the mapping
t—ste 2 (t € (0,400).

Since the mapping is strictly increasing for 0 < ¢ < 1 and strictly decreasing for 1 < t < 400 with
limy_, o0 te~*/2 = 0, there is for every x € (0, 1] a unique number y =: f(x) € [1, +00) such that

—x2 2
€x-e x/2:ye y/2.

Further, there holds f(1) = 1 and lim,~ f(z) = +oc.

Lemma 3.2. The following properties hold:

(3.7) fe 0,1,
oy L =a2%) - f(z)
(3.8) f(z) = 1= @)« for x € (0,1),
(3.9) F(1) = —1,
(3.10) x-f(x) <1 for xe€(0,1),
(3.11) }:I{(I%)ZE - f(x) =0,
(3.12) x+ f(x) >2 for € (0,1).
Proof of Lemma B2l (37) and (B.8) follow from differentiation of
(3.13) zee " = fz) e @2,

Then (B.9) follows from (B.8) by passing to the limit = 7 1.
Assume that (BI0) was not true. Since f(1) = 1, there exists zy € (0,1) with zo - f(zo) > 1 and
such that

(- f(l’))/ =20 < 0.
By (39) we obtain

0 2 fla)+amoe Flao) = o) + L))

flxo) - (x5 + f*(20) — 2)
[ (o) — 1 ’

which implies
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But this is impossible, since
2 <2x- f(l‘o) < Ig + fz(l’(]).
Furthermore we calculate, using (310,

. o fle) L f()
e fz) = T =lm s

(1-2?) -z f(x)

B O I
Finally, (310) and &3] yield
ey, ) @)
_ @+ f@) A —af(z))
B EC) I

Now ([BI2) follows from this and from the fact that 1+ f(1) = 2.

Next we study the function I(c«, ) at critical points.

Lemma 3.3. Let (o, 8) € (0,400)? such that VI(a, 3) = 0. Then
2

(3.14) /ﬁ exp (%) do = % - erp (—%2) = % - exp (—%2) )

(3.15) 8= fla) and
(3.16) I, B) = I(a, f(a)) =
2 _afl@)ta®) 2 o (a+ f(a))?
fla) 7 ( 2 ) af(a) . ( 4 )

B
) (3 LoD (2)
0 = Izg=exp (—%) ) (_% ( o

and (314)-(BI4) follow.

Define
2 (@) .
(3.17) u(x) = ) p ( 5 ) , (0<x <.
Note that ([B.13)) also yields
_ 2 (z + f(x))?
(3.18) u(z) = i) - exp (—#) , (0<z <.



Lemma 3.4. It holds

(3.19) u(r) < \/g Vz € (0,1].
Proof of Lemma [3.4. We have lim,\ o u(z) = 0 and
2 T
)=2< /2
0 < u(l) - <5

Thus, in order to prove (B.19), it is sufficient to show that

(3.20) if u/(z9) = 0 for some zg € (0,1), then u(zg) < \/g
Let u/(zg) = 0, (o € (0,1)). Then we evaluate :

2 exp (_:)sof(x;) +x3) . [—f(xo) [(wo) + w0 f'(w9) + 279

This implies
0= f(wo) - (f(w0) + @0 f'(w0) + 220) + 2f (o),
and in view of ([B8) we obtain

— 2y rof(x 1 —2?) - f(x)
0= f*(xo) + 2z0f( 0>+(1—f2(a?0))'$

0 = (f(wo) + 2x0) (w0 — [*(z0)T0) + (zof (o) +2)(1 — 27) =
2(f(zo)wo + 1) = o f (20) - (z0 + f(20))* =

(o f(mo) +2) =

(3.21) w —1= rfl(%).
Now BI8) and [B.21) yield
(3.22) u(zg) = 2 - exp (—W) . \/w 1.

Finally we set
(3.23) v(t) =2 V2t -1, (t>1).
Since v(1) = 2/e and

1
() = —2et 2L — 142t
v'(t) e e T
17 -1 <0 for t>1
= . — T ,
Vot —1 o B
it follows that
2
(3.24) v(t) < - for t>1.
e
By (B12]) we have
(w0 + f(20))? 1

5 f/(xo)} :

11
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Hence ([8:24) yields

ufa) = () 2 2,

which is ([B.20). The Lemma is proved. O

Lemma 3.5. Let (o, 3) € (0,+00)? such that VI(a,3) = 0. Then

(3.25) I(a, B) < \/g

Proof of Lemma B.5l By (BI6) and (3I7) we have that
(e, B) = I(e, f(a)) = u(e),

and the assertion follows from Lemma [3.4]. O

Proof of Theorem 1.2l The proof of ([3.4]), and, hence, of Theorem [[.2] is a direct consequence of
B3), Lemma 3.1 and Lemma 3.5. O

4. A REVERSE ISOPERIMETRIC INEQUALITY IN A SUITABLE CLASS OF CONVEX SETS

Proof of Theorem [I.3] Without loss of generality we may assume that f(z) and g(z) are smooth
and strictly concave functions. Inequality (L3 is an immediate consequence of the following upper
bound for J, the Gaussian measure of the portion of dC contained in the first quadrant:

(4.1) J = /0 exp (—M) 1+ (f'(x))°dz < /7.

Indeed by repeating the same considerations to the other portions of dC' one gets
1
P‘fz (C> < 4§\/7_T =
which is (L3]). In the first quadrant we have that
y=[flx) & x=9g(y),
L+ (f'(2)" < (1= f'(2))’

2
v

and
L+ (f'(2))? <1 f'(x).
Hence
J < /0 exp (—962 * [Qf(z)] ) dt+/0 exp (—xz i g(z)] ) (—f'(x)) dt
) /Ob - (_;,;2 i [2f(x)]2> i /Of(m . (_ [g(y)]; +y2> »
Note that

(50 - @) ~ (1 + (@)) 2 HOF, 4 oy



/(O KOl
= |zy/1+ — b b?

) 0

oy ey ), o
( 1+<b) @HﬂMJ e loP

Similarly

b N N L RyoP
(b fme o (y 1+<f“”> £ 2+m> TR or

Therefore we have

uzy u< [ @@{_[< M1+ o 2) g;]}dx
P

Performing the change of variables

(0 op
= () B+ O

in the first integral at the right hand side of ([£2]) and

/ b\’ b2
TO7 Jror +e
in the second we obtain

b 1 V2 [f(0)] \/m
J < exp [ —= > |d
B+ (F(0) <2@ ﬂ>/ o < >£

b2 4 f<0)]2
£(0) (1 fﬂ2> J%%a n
—+ exp — 5 €X —— ) d
(J(0))* + 2 20+ 0] / N p( 2)77
_ b+ f(0) 1 B2 [f(0)] oo 2
4.3 = exp - — | dt.
- b+ (£(0))° (2@ n)fﬂw <2 t

\/b2+[£(0))2

13
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Now setting

a::M>O,5::b—2>O
b+ [£(0))° b+ [F(0))°
we obtain
a’ f(O) b? 2
ala+f) = + = [FO),
VO \ e (poF i+
b’ /(O)* L2 2
flath)= \/b2 (\/62+a2+\/192—|—0L2>_b7
and ) ,
a+f= JOF " b2+ [£(0)]°.
VEHIOF  (Jr
With this change of variables (£3]) becomes
Va++/B afy [* *\ . Ja+ VB
(4.4) J < Jath exp <—7> /_a exp <—§) dt = W[(a,ﬁ),

where [ (a, 3) is the function defined in (B]). Clearly one has

vo+ B 2
Wﬁﬂ V(a, B) e R,

This last inequality, together with (8.4]), gives the claim.

Remark 4.1. Let Va4 B
Ya+
(I)(Oé,ﬁ) T \/m I(a>5)

Softwares, such as Mathematica, Matlab and Octave, assert that
max  P(a, f) = $(0.8769,0.8769) = 1.4950 =: M.

(a, B)ERiJr

This would provide the bound
1 -
P, (C) < 42—M =0.9517, VC € C,
7r
which, in turn, improves a bit on the one contained in Theorem [1.3

2 ~
P < 2 —1.1284 .
w(C)_\/E 84, YO € C
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