arXiv:2203.13990v1 [math.MG] 26 Mar 2022

Minimal volume product of convex bodies with certain discrete symmetries and its applications

Hiroshi Iriyeh^∗ Masataka Shibata^†

March 30, 2022

Abstract

We give the sharp lower bound of the volume product of n-dimensional convex bodies which are invariant under a discrete subgroup SO(K) = {g ∈ SO(n); g(K) = K}, where K is an n-cube or n-simplex. This provides new partial results of Mahler’s conjecture and its non-symmetric version. In addition, we give partial answers for Viterbo’s isoperimetric type conjecture in symplectic geometry from the view point of Mahler’s conjecture.

1 Introduction and main results

A compact convex set in R^n with nonempty interior is called a convex body. A convex body K ⊂ R^n is said to be centrally symmetric if it satisfies that K = −K. Denote by K^n the set of all convex bodies in R^n equipped with the Hausdorff metric and by K^n_0 the set of all K ∈ K^n which are centrally symmetric. The interior of K ∈ K^n is denoted by int(K). The polar body of K with respect to z ∈ int(K) is defined by

K^z := {y ∈ R^n ; (y − z) · (x − z) ≤ 1 for any x ∈ K} ,

where · denotes the standard inner product on R^n . Then the volume product of K is defined by P(K) := min_{z∈int(K)} |K| |K^z|, (1)

where |K| denotes the n-dimensional Lebesgue measure (volume) of K in R^n. Note that P(K) is invariant under non-singular affine transformations of R^n . It is known that for each K ∈ K^n the minimum of (1) is attained at the unique point on int(K), which is called the Santaló point of K (see e.g., [MP]). For a centrally symmetric convex body K ∈ K^n_0 , the Santaló point of K is the origin o. In the following, the polar of K with respect to o is denoted by K^∘.

The following conjecture is a longstanding open problem concerning the volume product.

∗Graduate School of Science and Engineering, Ibaraki University, e-mail: hiroshi.irie.math@vc.ibaraki. ac.jp_†

Department of Mathematics, Meijo University, e-mail: mshibata@meijo-u.ac.jp

Conjecture 1 (Mahler [Ma1]). For any K ∈ K^n_0 , it satisfies

P(K) = |K| |K^∘| ≥

4^n n! . (2)

Conjecture 1 was confirmed for n = 2 ([Ma2]) and n = 3 ([IS]). The case that n ≥ 4 is still open, but there are many partial results (see, e.g., references in [IS]). An n-dimensional cube or, more generally, Hanner polytopes satisfy the equality in (2) and these polytopes are predicted as the minimizers of P.

There is another well-known conjecture for non-symmetric bodies as follows.

Conjecture 2. Any K ∈ K^n satisfies that

P(K) ≥

(n + 1)^{n+1} (n!)^2

with equality if and only if K is a simplex.

Conjecture 2 was proved by Mahler [Ma2] for n = 2 (see also [Me2]), but remains open for n ≥ 3.

In this article, we first give partial answers of the above two conjectures, which relax the conditions of the results obtained in [BF]. Before we state our main results, we need some more notation. Barthe and Fradelizi [BF] obtained the sharp lower bound of P(K) when K has many reflection symmetries, more precisely, when K is invariant under the action of a Coxeter group. The cross-polytope �^n, which is the polar of the n-cube □^n, and n-simplex △^n with o as the centroids are the candidates for the minimizers of the functional P in Conjectures 1 and 2, respectively. They have symmetries given by certain discrete subgroups of the orthogonal group O(n). Let n ≥ 2 and G be a (discrete) subgroup of O(n). We denote by K^n(G) the set of G-invariant convex bodies in R^n . For a convex body K ∈ K^n, we consider the subgroup of SO(n) or O(n) defined by

SO(K) := {g ∈ SO(n); gK = K} , O(K) := {g ∈ O(n); gK = K} .

For example, as groups O(△^n) and SO(△^n) are isomorphic to the symmetric group and the alternating group of degree n + 1, respectively.

Now we are in a position to state our results.

Theorem 1.1. For any K ∈ K^n(SO(�^n)), it holds that

|K| |K^∘| ≥ |�^n| |(�^n)^∘| =

4^n n! . Theorem 1.2. For any K ∈ K^n(SO(△^n)), it holds that

|K| |K^∘| ≥ |△^n| |(△^n)^∘| =

(n + 1)^{n+1} (n!)^2 . Remark 1.3. (i) If K ∈ K^n(SO(△^n)) or K ∈ K^n(SO(�^n)), then the centroid of K is the origin o. (ii) In [BF, Theorem 1 (i)], the above two results obtained under the assumptions that K ∈ K^n(O(�^n)) and K ∈ K^n(O(△^n)), respectively. (iii) When n is odd, − Id /∈ SO(�^n). Hence, the assumption K ∈ K^n(SO(�^n)) does not necessarily imply that K is centrally symmetric. (iv) For n = 3, Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 were obtained in [IS2, Theorem 1.5 (ii), (i)].

As we explain below, Mahler’s conjecture (Conjecture 1) is closely related to a conjecture in symplectic geometry, which concerns a symplectic invariant called symplectic capacities. In fact, Theorem 1.1 has an application to the problem.

Let (M, ω) be a symplectic manifold, i.e., M is a smooth manifold with a closed nondegenerate two-form ω. A symplectic capacity c is a symplectic invariant which assigns a non-negative real number to each of symplectic manifolds of dimension 2n, which satisfies the following three conditions: (i) If there exists a symplectic embedding from (M, ω) to (N, τ), then c(M, ω) ≤ c(N, τ). (ii) c(M, αω) = |α| c(M, ω) for any α ∈ R \ {0}. (iii) c(B^{2n}, ω_0) = c(Z^{2n}, ω_0) = π, where ω_0 is the standard symplectic form on R^{2n} , B^{2n} denotes the 2n-dimensional open unit ball and Z^{2n} := B^2 × R^{2n−2} is the symplectic cylinder. For details, see e.g., [AKO]. The following is an isoperimetric-type conjecture for symplectic capacities of convex domains in R^{2n} with the standard symplectic structure ω_0. From now on, we put c(Σ) := c(Σ, ω_0) for a domain Σ ⊂ (R^{2n} , ω_0).

Conjecture 3 (Viterbo [V]). For any symplectic capacity c and any convex domain Σ ∈ K^{2n}, c(Σ) c(B^{2n}) ≤ � vol(Σ) vol(B^{2n})

�_{1/n} (3) holds, where vol(Σ) denotes the symplectic volume of Σ.

Since c(B^{2n}) = π and vol(B^{2n}) = π^n/n!, inequality (3) is equivalent to c(Σ)^n ≤ n! vol(Σ). Note that this conjecture is unsolved even in the case of n = 2. However, it is easily seen that the inequality (3) holds for the Gromov width c = c_G, which is defined by

c_G(Σ) := sup{πr^2 ∈ (0, ∞]; there is a symplectic embedding from (B^{2n}(r), ω_0) to Σ},

where B^{2n}(r) denotes the 2n-dimensional open ball with radius r. The Hofer-Zehnder capacity c_{HZ} is one of the important symplectic capacities, which is related to Hamiltonian dynamics on symplectic manifolds. Artstein-Avidan, Karasev and Ostrover calculated this capacity of the following special type of convex domains.

Theorem 1.4 ([AKO], Theorem 1.7). For any centrally symmetric convex body K ∈ K^n_0 , we have c_{HZ}(K × K^∘) = 4.

As a consequence, they gave a remarkable observation that Viterbo’s conjecture implies Mahler’s conjecture (see [AKO, Section 1]). Conversely, if Mahler’s conjecture is true, by Theorem 1.4, Viterbo’s conjecture is true for Σ = K × K^∘ with respect to c = c_{HZ}. In general, a convex domain K × L in (R^{2n} = R^n_x × R^n_y , ω_0 = dx ∧ dy), where K, L ⊂ R^n , is called a Lagrangian product.

The second purpose of this article is to show that if Mahler’s conjecture is true for K ∈ K^n_0 , then Viterbo’s conjecture is also true with respect to any symplectic capacity c for the class of convex symmetric Lagrangian products.

Proposition 1.5. Let L ∈ K^n_0 . If Mahler’s conjecture is true for K ∈ K^n_0 , then Conjecture 3 is true for the Lagrangian product K × L ⊂ (R^{2n} , ω_0) with respect to any symplectic capacity c.

For instance, Theorem 1.1 yields

Corollary 1.6. Let K ∈ K^n(SO(�^n)) and L ⊂ R^n be a centrally symmetric convex body. Assume that n is even. Then for the Lagrangian product Σ := K × L ⊂ (R^{2n} , ω_0) the inequality c(Σ)^n ≤ n! vol(Σ) holds for any symplectic capacity c.

Remark 1.7. When n is odd, we do not know whether the same result holds, since − Id /∈ SO(�^n). At least, in this case the statement of Corollary 1.6 holds if we replace the assumption that K ∈ K^n(SO(�^n)) by K ∈ K^n(O(�^n)), because Mahler’s conjecture is true for K ∈ K^n(O(�^n)) (see [BF, Theorem 1 (i)]).

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we give a detailed exposition of the higher dimensional version of the “signed volume estimate” originally introduced in [IS], [IS2] for the three dimensional case, which generalizes the methods used in [Me1] and [BF]. In Sections 3 and 4, we prove Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2, respectively, by means of the estimates prepared in Section 2. In Section 5, we prove Proposition 1.5 and provide several partial results of Conjecture 3 deduced from Proposition 1.5.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notations

In the most part of the arguments in this article, we work with the following class of convex bodies in R^n :

Ǩ^n := {K ∈ K^n; K is strongly convex and ∂K is of class C^∞, o ∈ intK} .

Let us consider a convex body K ∈ Ǩ^n. The radial function of K is defined by ρ_K (x) := max{λ ≥ 0; λx ∈ K} for x ∈ R^n \ {o}. Then the gauge function μ_K of K satisfies that μ_K (x) = 1/ρ_K (x). In what follows, for every k vectors a_1, . . . , a_k ∈ R^n we denote by conv{a_1, . . . , a_k} the convex hull of a_1, . . . , a_k and by pos{a_1, . . . , a_k} the positive hull of a_1, . . . , a_k. Moreover, in case a_1, . . . , a_k are linearly independent, we define the following subset of ∂K:

C(a_1, . . . , a_k) = C_K (a_1, . . . , a_k) := {ρ_K (x)x; x ∈ conv{a_1, . . . , a_k}} .

The order of the vectors a_1, . . . , a_k induces a natural orientation of C(a_1, . . . , a_k). We always fix the orientation on it. We denote by −C(a_1, . . . , a_k) the set C(a_1, . . . , a_k) with the opposite orientation. Then for any g ∈ O(n), we have

gC_K (a_1, . . . , a_k) = (det g)C_{gK} (ga_1, . . . , ga_k).

If K is invariant under the action of g, i.e. it satisfies gK = K, then

gC_K (a_1, . . . , a_k) = (det g)C_K (ga_1, . . . , ga_k)

holds. Moreover, since ∂K is of class C^∞, then C_K (a_1, . . . , a_k) is a (k − 1)-dimensional smooth oriented submanifold of ∂K with a boundary which is piecewise smooth.

For a convex body K ∈ Ǩ^n, its polar K^∘ is also strongly convex with ∂K^∘ of class C^∞. Denote by ∇μ_K : R^n → R^n the gradient of the gauge function μ_K . Then we can consider a map Λ = Λ_K : ∂K → ∂K^∘ defined by

Λ_K (x) = ∇μ_K (x) (x ∈ ∂K),

which is a C^∞-diffeomorphism satisfying that x · Λ(x) = 1 (see [Sc1, Section 1.7.2]). Let G be a subgroup of O(n). We denote by Ǩ^n(G) the set of all convex bodies K ∈ Ǩ^n satisfying that K = GK.

Lemma 2.1. Let K ∈ Ǩ^n(G). For any x ∈ ∂K and any g ∈ G, gΛ_K(x) = Λ_K (gx) (4) holds.

Proof. The proof of the equality (4) is the same as the three dimensional case [IS2, Lemma 3.2]. So we omit it.

Let K ∈ Ǩ^n (n ≥ 3) and C be an oriented (n − 2)-dimensional submanifold in R^n satisfying that C ⊂ ∂K. Suppose that C is piecewise C^∞ and equipped with a parametrization r(t_1, . . . , t_{n−2}), (t_1, . . . , t_{n−2}) ∈ D from a simply connected domain D ⊂ R^{n−2} to ∂K ⊂ R^n , where we choose r such that r : D → C preserves the orientations. In this setting, we define the vector C ∈ R^n by the equality

C · x = 1 n − 1 � D � x, r, ∂r ∂t_1

, . . . , ∂r ∂t_{n−2} � dt_1 · · · dt_{n−2} for x ∈ R^n , (5)

where

[v_1, v_2, . . . , v_n] := det � v_1 v_2 · · · v_n � for v_i ∈ R^n (i = 1, . . . , n).

It is easy to check that the right hand side of (5) is independent of the choice of the parametrization r(t_1, . . . , t_{n−2}), so that the vector C is well-defined. We denote by −C the submanifold C with the opposite orientation. By the definition of C, −C = −C holds. Moreover, for any R ∈ O(n) and x ∈ R^n we obtain RC · (Rx) = (det R)C · x = (det R)(RC) · (Rx), hence RC = (det R)RC holds.

Lemma 2.2. Let K ∈ Ǩ^n. Assume that a_1, . . . , a_{n−1} ∈ R^n are linearly independent. Let us consider s(t_1, . . . , t_{n−2}) := a_1 + t_1(a_2 − a_1) + · · · + t_{n−2}(a_{n−1} − a_1), (t_1, . . . , t_{n−2}) ∈ D, where

D := � (t_1, . . . , t_{n−2}) ∈ R^{n−2} ; t_1, . . . , t_{n−2} ≥ 0, t_1 + · · · + t_{n−2} ≤ 1 � . Then we have

(i) C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}) · x = � D ρ^{n−1}_K (s(t_1, . . . , t_{n−2})) [x, a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}] dt_1 · · · dt_{n−2} for any x ∈ R.

(ii) C(a_{σ(1)}, . . . , a_{σ(n−1)}) = (sgn σ)C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}) for σ ∈ S_{n−1}, where S_{n−1} denotes the symmetric group of order (n − 1) and sgn σ denotes the signature of the permutation of σ.

Proof. Putting r(t_1, . . . , t_{n−2}) := ρ_K (s(t_1, . . . , t_{n−2}))s(t_1, . . . , t_{n−2}), then r(t_1, . . . , t_{n−2}) ∈ ∂K gives a parametrization of C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}) and we obtain � x, r, ∂r ∂t_1

, . . . ∂r ∂t_{n−2} �

= � x, ρ_K (s)s, ∂ ∂t_1

(ρ_K (s))s + ρ_K (s)(a_2 − a_1), . . . , ∂ ∂t_{n−2}

(ρ_K (s))s + ρ_K (s)(a_{n−1} − a_1) �

= [x, ρ_K (s)s, ρ_K (s)(a_2 − a_1), . . . , ρ_K (s)(a_{n−1} − a_1)] = ρ^{n−1}_K (s) [x, a_1 + t_1(a_2 − a_1) + · · · + t_{n−2}(a_{n−1} − a_1), a_2 − a_1, . . . , a_{n−1} − a_1] = ρ^{n−1}_K (s) [x, a_1, a_2 − a_1, . . . , a_{n−1} − a_1] = ρ^{n−1}_K (s) [x, a_1, a_2, . . . , a_{n−1}] .

By the definition of C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}), (i) holds. Property (ii) follows from the equality

[x, a_{σ(1)}, . . . , a_{σ(n−1)}] = (sgn σ)[x, a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}].

For a convex body K ∈ Ǩ^n, the section K ∩ H of K by a hyperplane (o ∈)H ⊂ R^n is a convex body in H(≃ R^{n−1} ) and belongs to the class Ǩ^{n−1}. Although every subset C ⊂ ∂K ∩ H is contained in the hyperplane H, its image Λ(C) ⊂ ∂K^∘ is not necessarily contained in a hyperplane of R^n . However, the following lemma enables us to analyze the image Λ(C) in the case where C = C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}).

Lemma 2.3. Let K ∈ Ǩ^n and a_1, . . . , a_{n−1} ∈ R^n be linearly independent. We put H := span{a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}} and denote by π_H the projection from R^n to H. Then the following properties hold.

(i) The truncated convex cone o ∗ C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}) = K ∩ pos {a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}} is a subset of the hyperplane H in R^n and the vector C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}) ∈ R^n is perpendicular to a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}.

(ii) On H, o∗Λ_{K∩H} (C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1})) = o∗π_H Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1})) holds, where Λ_{K∩H} := ∇μ_{K∩H} |_{∂(K∩H)}.

(iii) The equality

C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}) · Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1})) = |o ∗ C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1})|_{n−1} |o ∗ π_H Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}))|_{n−1}

holds, where | · |_{n−1} denotes the (n − 1)-dimensional Lebesgue measure (volume).

Proof. (i) It is a direct consequence of the definition of C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}) and Lemma 2.2 (i).

(ii) It suffices to consider the case that H = {x = (x_1, . . . , x_{n−1}, x_n) ∈ R^n ; x_n = 0}. By definition, Λ_K = ∇μ_K |_{∂K} is a C^∞-diffeomorphism from ∂K to ∂K^∘, where ∇μ_K = (∂_{x1} μ_K , . . . , ∂_{xn} μ_K ). Setting L := K ∩ H, then o ∈ int L ⊂ H, L ∈ Ǩ^{n−1} and μ_L = μ_K |_H . Since ∇μ_L = (∂_{x1} (μ_K |_H ), . . . , ∂_{xn−1} (μ_K |_H )) : H → H and Λ_L := ∇μ_L|_{∂L} : ∂L → Λ_L(∂L), we have π_H ∘ Λ_K |_{∂L} = (∂_{x1} μ_K , . . . , ∂_{xn−1} μ_K )|_{∂L} = Λ_L on ∂L. Applying it to C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}) ⊂ ∂L, we have

o ∗ π_H (Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}))) = o ∗ Λ_{K∩H} (C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1})).

(iii) Since the boundary of K is of class C^∞, the relative interior of the submanifold C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}) on ∂K is of class C^∞ and, by definition, we can represent the vector C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}) ∈ R^n as

C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}) = |o ∗ C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1})|_{n−1}n,

where n is one of the unit normal vectors of the hyperplane H.

On the other hand, let r(t_1, . . . , t_{n−2}), (t_1, . . . , t_{n−2}) ∈ D be a parametrization of the C^∞-submanifold Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1})) ⊂ ∂K^∘ with a piecewise C^∞ boundary. Then, by (5), we have

Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1})) · n = 1 n − 1 � D � n, r, ∂r ∂t_1

, . . . , ∂r ∂t_{n−2} � dt_1 · · · dt_{n−2}.

This quantity is nothing but the (singed) volume of the projection image of the submanifold o ∗ Λ(C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1})) to H, which is a convex set in H by (ii). Consequently,

C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}) · Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1})) = |o ∗ C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1})|_{n−1}n · Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1})) = |o ∗ C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1})|_{n−1} |o ∗ π_H Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{n−1}))|_{n−1}

2.2 The signed volume estimate

The following is a higher dimensional generalization of the formula [IS, Proposition 3.2] (see also [IS2, Lemma 3.8]). Note that under a slightly different situation the essentially same formula was obtained in [FHMRZ, Proposition 1]. Here we shall give a formulation and its proof along the setting of the present article.

Proposition 2.4. Let K ∈ Ǩ^n and B be a subset of ∂K which is homeomorphic to the (n − 1)-dimensional closed ball. Assume that the relative boundary C of B in ∂K is a piecewise smooth (n − 2)-dimensional manifold with the natural orientation induced from that of B and each smooth part of C possesses a parametrization from a simply connected domain. Then C · x n ≤ |o ∗ B| for x ∈ K

holds.

Proof. Let (y_1, · · · , y_n) be the standard coordinates of R^n . We put E := o ∗ B and denote by ι the inclusion ∂E ⊂ R^n . Let r be the position vector field of the piecewise C^∞- hypersurface ∂E ⊂ R^n and n be its outward unit normal vector field at regular points r.

By Stokes’ theorem, we obtain n|E| = n � E 1 dy_1 · · · dy_n = � E n� i=1 (−1)^{i−1}d(y_idy_1 ∧ · · · ∧ dy_{i−1} ∧ dy_{i+1} ∧ · · · ∧ dy_n) = � ∂E n� i=1 (−1)^{i−1}ι^∗(y_idy_1 ∧ · · · ∧ dy_{i−1} ∧ dy_{i+1} ∧ · · · ∧ dy_n) = � ∂E r · n Ω, where the last equality is due to [Mat, p. 285, Problem 1], and Ω is the volume element of the hypersurface ∂E with respect to the induced Riemannian metric from R^n .

Next, we represent ∂E as the union of the cone part o ∗ C and B(= ∂E ∩ ∂K). Let x = (x_1, . . . , x_n) be an arbitrary vector in K. Since r · n = 0 on o ∗ C, and for every normal vector n (at r ∈ B) the function x · n on K maximize at x = r, we have n|E| = � (o∗C)∪B

r · n Ω = � B r · n Ω ≥ � B x · n Ω = � B n� i=1 (−1)^{i−1}x_iι^∗(dy_1 ∧ · · · ∧ dy_{i−1} ∧ dy_{i+1} ∧ · · · ∧ dy_n). (6)

In the last equality we used the formula [Mat, p. 285, Problem 1] again. In order to analyze the integrand, we consider the (n − 1)-form ξ := n� i=1 (−1)^{i−1}x_iι^∗(dy_1 ∧ · · · ∧ dy_{i−1} ∧ dy_{i+1} ∧ · · · ∧ dy_n).

For each i = 1, . . . , n, the (n − 2)-form

ζ_i := � j<i (−1)^{j−1}y_jdy_1 ∧ · · · ∧ dy_{j−1} ∧ dy_{j+1} ∧ · · · ∧ dy_{i−1} ∧ dy_{i+1} ∧ · · · ∧ dy_n + � j>i (−1)^{j−2}y_jdy_1 ∧ · · · ∧ dy_{i−1} ∧ dy_{i+1} ∧ · · · ∧ dy_{j−1} ∧ dy_{j+1} ∧ · · · ∧ dy_n yields dζ_i = (n − 1)dy_1 ∧ · · · ∧ dy_{i−1} ∧ dy_{i+1} ∧ · · · ∧ dy_n, so that dζ = ξ, where ζ := 1 n − 1 n� i=1 (−1)^{i−1}x_iι^∗ζ_i holds. Therefore, it follows from the inequality (6) that n|E| ≥ � B ξ = � B dζ = � C ζ. (7) On the other hand, C is an union of finitely many smooth part C_i and the position vector field r = (y_1, . . . , y_n) of C_i is represented as y_i = y_i(t_1, . . . , t_{n−2}), (t_1, . . . , t_{n−2}) ∈ D_i, where each D_i is a contractible domain in R^{n−2} . In order to relate the last term of (7) to the definition of C(= � i C_i), we consider the (n − 2)-form � x, r, ∂r ∂t_1

, . . . , ∂r ∂t_{n−2} � dt_1 ∧ · · · ∧ dt_{n−2}.

By the cofactor expansion with respect to the first column, we have

� x, r, ∂r ∂t_1

, . . . , ∂r ∂t_{n−2} � = n� i=1 (−1)^{i−1}x_i

� � � � � � � � � � � � �

y_1^{∂y1}_{∂t1} · · ·^{∂y1}_{∂tn−2}

· · · · · · · · · · · ·

y_{i−1}^{∂yi−1}_{∂t1} · · ·^{∂yi−1}_{∂tn−2}

y_{i+1}^{∂yi+1}_{∂t1} · · ·^{∂yi+1}_{∂tn−2}

· · · · · · · · · · · · y_n^{∂yn}_{∂t1} · · ·^{∂yn}_{∂tn−2}

� � � � � � � � � � � � �

.

Once more we apply the cofactor expansion to each determinant of the right-hand side. Then we have

� � � � j<i (−1)^{j−1}y_j

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

∂y_1 ∂t_1 · · ·

∂y_1 ∂t_{n−2}

· · · · · · · · ·

∂y_{j−1}

∂t_1 · · ·

∂y_{j−1}

∂t_{n−2} ∂y_{j+1}

∂t_1 · · ·

∂y_{j+1}

∂t_{n−2}

· · · · · · · · ·

∂y_{i−1} ∂t_1 · · ·

∂y_{i−1} ∂t_{n−2} ∂y_{i+1} ∂t_1 · · ·

∂y_{i+1} ∂t_{n−2}

· · · · · · · · ·

∂y_n ∂t_1 · · ·

∂y_n ∂t_{n−2}

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

+ � j>i (−1)^{j−2}y_j

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

∂y_1 ∂t_1 · · ·

∂y_1 ∂t_{n−2}

· · · · · · · · ·

∂y_{i−1} ∂t_1 · · ·

∂y_{i−1} ∂t_{n−2} ∂y_{i+1} ∂t_1 · · ·

∂y_{i+1} ∂t_{n−2}

· · · · · · · · ·

∂y_{j−1}

∂t_1 · · ·

∂y_{j−1}

∂t_{n−2} ∂y_{j+1}

∂t_1 · · ·

∂y_{j+1}

∂t_{n−2}

· · · · · · · · ·

∂y_n ∂t_1 · · ·

∂y_n ∂t_{n−2}

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

� � �dt_1 ∧ · · · ∧ dt_{n−2},

which is equal to ι^∗ζ_i. Hence, � x, r, ∂r ∂t_1

, . . . , ∂r ∂t_{n−2} � dt_1 ∧ · · · ∧ dt_{n−2} = n� i=1 (−1)^{i−1}x_iι^∗ζ_i = (n − 1)ζ. (8)

Consequently, we obtain n|E| ≥ � C ζ = C · x from (7) and (8).

2.3 Barth-Fradelizi’s estimate

The contents of this subsection is a counterpart of the estimate in [BF, Lemma 11] in order to adapt to the setting of this article. Essentially, nothing is new except the case where k = n − 1 (see Lemma 2.5 and Remark 2.6 below).

We first take n vectors a_1, . . . , a_n ∈ R^n such that

a_i · a_j = � � � 1 if i = j,

α if i ≠ j,

where |α| < 1 and α ≠ −1/(n − 1). Then a_1, . . . , a_n are linearly independent. For example, if α = −1/n, then o ∗ conv{a_1, . . . , a_n} represents a fundamental domain of a simplex △^n, so that △^n = ∪_{g∈SO(△}n_) g(o ∗ conv{a_1, . . . , a_n}). And if α = 0, then

o ∗ conv{a_1, . . . , a_n} represents that of a cross polytope �^n. Now we let K ∈ Ǩ^n, then the C^∞-diffeomorphism Λ = Λ_K : ∂K → ∂K^∘ is well-defined. For 1 ≤ k ≤ n and 1 ≤ i_1 < · · · < i_k ≤ n, the subset C(a_{i1} , . . . , a_{ik} ) of span{a_{i1} , . . . , a_{ik} }∩∂K is a (k −1)-dimensional manifold with a piecewise C^∞ boundary. Note that C(a_{i1} ) = ρ_K (a_{i1} )a_{i1} ∈ ∂K. In this setting, we have the following:

Lemma 2.5. For 2 ≤ k ≤ n, we put H := span{a_1, . . . , a_k} ≃ R^k . Denote by π_H the projection from R^n to H. Assume that

(i) |o ∗ C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k)|_{k−1} is independent of i, (ii) Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k)) ⊂ span{a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k} for each i, (iii) |o ∗ Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k))|_{k−1} is independent of i, where 1 ≤ i ≤ k. Then we have

|o ∗ C(a_1, . . . , a_k)|_k|o ∗ π_H Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_k))|_k ≥ 1 − α k(1 + (k − 2)α)

|o ∗ C(a_1, . . . , a_{k−1})|_{k−1}|o ∗ Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{k−1}))|_{k−1}, (9)

where | · |_k denotes the k-dimensional Lebesgue measure on H ≃ R^k and | · |_{k−1} means the (k − 1)-dimensional Lebesgue measure on every codimension one subspace of H. Remark 2.6. We will use the inequality (9) to prove Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. However, (9) is useless for k = n and this is why we need the “signed volume estimate”. Proof. We put L := K ∩ H, then L ∈ Ǩ^k and the polar L^∘ of L (in H) is given by L^∘ = π_H K^∘. Indeed, for k = n − 1 this fact is well-known (see e.g., [GMR, p. 274]). When H has higher codimension in R^n , we can prove it by using the codimension one case inductively. Note that C(a_1, . . . , a_k) is homeomorphic to (k − 1)-dimensional closed ball in ∂L, of which boundary is given by

∂C(a_1, . . . , a_k) = k� i=1 (−1)^{i−1}C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k).

By the assumption (ii), we have

π_H Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k)) = Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k)), so that

∂π_H Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_k)) = k� i=1 (−1)^{i−1}Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k))

holds.

Since each smooth oriented (k−2)-dimensional manifold C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k) ⊂ H ≃ R^k can be parametrized as in Lemma 2.2, we can define the vector C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k) ∈ H.

We apply Proposition 2.4 to B := C(a_1, . . . , a_k), so that 1 k �_k � i=1 (−1)^{i−1}C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k) � · x ≤ |o ∗ C(a_1, . . . , a_k)|_k

holds for any x ∈ L. It then follows that

�_k

i=1(−1)^{i−1}C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k) k|o ∗ C(a_1, . . . , a_k)|_k

∈ L^∘.

By a similar argument for B := Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_k)), we have

�_k

i=1(−1)^{i−1}Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k)) k|o ∗ π_H Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_k))|_k

∈ L.

The inner product of the above two test points yield k^2|o ∗ C(a_1, . . . , a_k)|_k|o ∗ π_H Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_k))|_k ≥ �_k � i=1 (−1)^{i−1}C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k) � · �_k � i=1 (−1)^{i−1}Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k)) � . (10) Next we compute the right-hand side. Since

C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k) ⊂ span{a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k}, by Lemma 2.2 (i), C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k) ∈ H is perpendicular to every a_j (1 ≤ j ≤ k, j ≠ i). Therefore, we can represent it as

C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k) = β_i � �(1 + (k − 1)α)a_i − α k� j=1 a_j � � for β_i ∈ R. Taking the orientation of C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k) into consideration, the assumption (i) implies β_i = (−1)^{i−1}β. Consequently, we obtain k� i=1 (−1)^{i−1}C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k) = k� i=1 β � �(1 + (k − 1)α)a_i − α k� j=1 a_j � �

= β(1 − α) k� i=1 a_i.

By using the assumptions (ii), (iii), the same argument for the corresponding polar part implies

Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k)) = (−1)^{i−1}β^∘ � �(1 + (k − 1)α)a_i − α k� j=1 a_j � � , so that_k � i=1 (−1)^{i−1}Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{i−1}, a_{i+1}, . . . , a_k)) = β^∘(1 − α) k� i=1 a_i holds. Summarizing, the right-hand side of (10) equals ββ^∘(1 − α)^2k(1 + (k − 1)α).

On the other hand, by the assumption (ii), we obtain from Lemma 2.3 (iii) |o ∗ C(a_1, . . . , a_{k−1})|_{k−1}|o ∗ Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{k−1}))|_{k−1} = C(a_1, . . . , a_{k−1}) · Λ_K (C(a_1, . . . , a_{k−1})) = ββ^∘ � �(1 + (k − 1)α)a_k − α k� j=1 a_j � � · � �(1 + (k − 1)α)a_k − α k� j=1 a_j � � = ββ^∘(1 − α)(1 + (k − 1)α)(1 + (k − 2)α), which completes the proof.

2.4 Schneider’s approximation

Finally, we review the following approximation result [Sc2, pp. 438]. The map Λ_K cannot be defined for every G-invariant convex body K. However, to estimate P(K) from below, it suffices to consider the class Ǩ^n(G) only, because P(K) is continuous with respect to the Hausdorff distance on K^n.

Proposition 2.7 (Schneider). Let G be a discrete subgroup of O(n). Let K ∈ K^n(G) be a G-invariant convex body. Then, for any ε > 0 there exists a G-invariant convex body K_ϵ ∈ Ǩ^n(G) having the property that δ(K, K_ϵ) < ε, where δ denotes the Hausdorff distance on K^n.

3 The case G = SO(△^n)

Proof of Theorem 1.2. The statement is trivial for n = 1 and is a direct consequence of Mahler’s theorem for n = 2. So, from now on, we assume that n ≥ 3.

Denote by v_i (i = 1, . . . , n + 1) the vertices of the simplex △^n. Then we have

v_i · v_j = � � � 1 if i = j, −1/n if i ≠ j,

and O(△^n) is nothing but the set of all orthogonal matrices given by the permutations of these vertices. Moreover, SO(△^n) = {A ∈ O(△^n); det A = 1}. For each σ ∈ S_{n+1}, we denote by R_σ the element in O(△^n) which maps v_i to v_{σ(i)} (i = 1, . . . , n + 1). We denote by (i, j) ∈ S_{n+1} the transposition exchanging only i and j. Then R_{(i,j)} represents the reflection of R^n with respect to the hyperplane with v_j − v_i as its normal vector, passing through the origin o. And (a_1, a_2, . . . , a_k) := (a_1, a_2)(a_2, a_3) · · · (a_{k−1}, a_k) ∈ S_{n+1} denotes the cyclic permutation of mutually distinct elements a_1, . . . , a_k of {1, 2, . . . , n + 1}.

From now on, we consider the group G := SO(△^n). By Schneider’s approximation, it suffices to consider the case where K ∈ Ǩ^n(G). By a dilation of K, we may assume that v_i ∈ ∂K (i = 1, . . . , n + 1). We put

B := ∂K ∩ pos{v_1, . . . , v_n} = C(v_1, . . . , v_n), K̃ := o ∗ B, K̃^∘ := o ∗ Λ_K (B).

Then, by the symmetry of K, we have

|K| |K^∘| = (n + 1)^2|K̃| |K̃^∘|.

Since ∂B = n� i=1 (−1)^{i−1}C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n)

is a piecewise smooth (n−2)-dimensional oriented manifold, by Proposition 2.4, we obtain

�_n � i=1 (−1)^{i−1}C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n) � · x ≤ n|o ∗ B| = n|K̃|

for any x ∈ K. It follows that 1 n|K̃|

�_n � i=1 (−1)^{i−1}C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n) � ∈ K^∘.

By the same arguments for K^∘, we have 1 n|K̃^∘|

�_n � i=1 (−1)^{i−1}Λ_K (C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n)) � ∈ K.

Taking the inner product of the above two vectors, we obtain n^2|K̃| |K̃^∘| ≥ �_n � i=1 (−1)^{i−1}C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n) � · �_n � i=1 (−1)^{i−1}Λ_K (C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n)) � . Let us first consider the case where n is odd. Then R := R_{(1,...,n)} ∈ G and R^{i−1}C(v_2, . . . , v_n) = C(v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n, v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}) = (−1)^{(i−1)(n−i)}C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n) = (−1)^{i−1}C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n)

(11)

holds by Lemma 2.2 (ii). By the symmetry of K and Lemma 2.1, we obtain the same representation as (11) for Λ_K (C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n)), and hence

n^2|K̃| |K̃^∘| ≥

�_n � i=1 R^{i−1}C(v_2, . . . , v_n) � · �_n � i=1 R^{i−1}Λ_K (C(v_2, . . . , v_n)) �

holds. Since C(v_2, . . . , v_n) ⊂ span{v_2, . . . , v_n}, by Lemma 2.3 (i), we can put C(v_2, . . . , v_n) = a_1(v_1 − v_{n+1}), Λ_K (C(v_2, . . . , v_n)) = a^∘_1(v_1 − v_{n+1}) + a^∘_2v_2 + · · · + a^∘_nv_n

(12)

for a_1, a^∘_1, . . . , a^∘_n ∈ R. Since R_{(1,n+1)}R_{(2,...,n)} ∈ G, we have

R_{(1,n+1)}R_{(2,...,n)}Λ_K (C(v_2, . . . , v_n)) = Λ_K (R_{(1,n+1)}R_{(2,...,n)}C(v_2, . . . , v_n)) = Λ_K (C(v_3, . . . , v_n, v_2)) = −Λ_K (C(v_2, . . . , v_n)).

It follows from (12) that

−a^∘_1(v_1 − v_{n+1}) + a^∘_2v_3 + · · · + a^∘_{n−1}v_n + a^∘_nv_2 = −a^∘_1(v_1 − v_{n+1}) − a^∘_2v_2 − · · · − a^∘_nv_n, and since v_2, . . . , v_n are linearly independent, a^∘_2 = −a^∘_3 = a^∘_4 = · · · = a^∘_{n−1} = −a^∘_n.

holds. Combining these equations with v_1 + · · · + v_n = −v_{n+1} and (12), we obtain n� i=1 R^{i−1}Λ_K (C(v_2, . . . , v_n)) = (a^∘_1 + · · · + a^∘_n) (v_1 + · · · + v_n) − na^∘_1v_{n+1} = −(n + 1)a^∘_1v_{n+1}.

On the other hand, by a direct calculation, we have n� i=1 R^{i−1}C(v_2, . . . , v_n) = −(n + 1)a_1v_{n+1}.

Therefore, we obtain

n^2|K̃| |K̃^∘| ≥ (n + 1)^2a_1a^∘_1 = n(n + 1) 2 C(v_2, . . . , v_n) · Λ_K (C(v_2, . . . , v_n)), where the second equality holds from (12) by a direct calculation, because (v_{n+1} −v_1)·v_i = 0 (i = 2, . . . , n). Consequently, by Lemma 2.3 (iii)

n^2|K̃| |K̃^∘| ≥ n(n + 1) 2 |O ∗ C(v_2, . . . , v_n)|_{n−1} |O ∗ π_H Λ_K (C(v_2, . . . , v_n))|_{n−1} (13) holds, where H = span{v_2, . . . , v_n}.

Next, we consider the case where n is even. In this case, note that R := R_{(1,...,n)} ∉ G. We need to slightly modify the calculation in the former case.

Claim. R^{i−1}_{(1,3)}R^{i−1}C(v_2, . . . , v_n) = (−1)^{i−1}C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n) for i = 1, . . . , n.

Indeed, if i − 1 is even, then we have R^{i−1}_{(1,3)}R^{i−1} = R^{i−1} ∈ G. Hence, the claim holds in the same way as (11). If i−1 is odd, then R^{i−1}_{(1,3)}R^{i−1} = R_{(1,3)}R^{i−1} ∈ G. Since (i−1)(n−i) is even and v_1, v_3 ∈ {v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n}, we obtain

R^{i−1}_{(1,3)}R^{i−1}C(v_2, . . . , v_n) = R_{(1,3)}C(v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n, v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}) = −(−1)^{(i−1)(n−i)}C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n) = −C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n), which completes the proof of the claim.

Now, by the symmetry of K, we get the same formula for Λ_K (C(v_2, . . . , v_n)) as the above claim, and hence

n^2|K̃| |K̃^∘| ≥

�_n � i=1 R^{i−1}_{(1,3)}R^{i−1}C(v_2, . . . , v_n) � · �_n � i=1 R^{i−1}_{(1,3)}R^{i−1}Λ_K (C(v_2, . . . , v_n)) � . Since R_{(2,...,n)} ∈ G, we have

R_{(2,...,n)}Λ_K (C(v_2, . . . , v_n)) = Λ_K (C(v_3, . . . , v_n, v_2)) = Λ_K (C(v_2, . . . , v_n)). Here, we shall represent C(v_2, . . . , v_n) and Λ_K (C(v_2, . . . , v_n)) such as (12). It follows that a^∘_1(v_1 − v_{n+1}) + a^∘_2v_3 + · · · + a^∘_{n−1}v_n + a^∘_nv_2 = a^∘_1(v_1 − v_{n+1}) + a^∘_2v_2 + · · · + a^∘_nv_n, which yields a^∘_2 = · · · = a^∘_n.

Moreover, since R_{(1,n+1)}R_{(2,3)} ∈ G and n ≥ 4, R_{(1,n+1)}R_{(2,3)}Λ_K (C(v_2, . . . , v_n)) = R_{(1,n+1)}R_{(2,3)}Λ_K (C(v_2, . . . , v_n)) = −Λ_K (C(v_2, . . . , v_n)) holds. Hence, we have −a^∘_1(v_1 − v_{n+1}) + a^∘_2v_3 + a^∘_3v_2 + a^∘_4v_4 + · · · + a^∘_nv_n = −a^∘_1(v_1 − v_{n+1}) − a^∘_2v_2 − · · · − a^∘_nv_n, which yields a^∘_3 = −a^∘_2, and hence a^∘_2 = · · · = a^∘_n = 0.

It follows that n� i=1 R^{i−1}_{(1,3)}R^{i−1}Λ_K (C(v_2, . . . , v_n)) = a^∘_1 � −nv_{n+1} + v_1 + R_{(1,3)}v_2 + v_3 + · · · + R_{(1,3)}v_n �

= −(n + 1)a^∘_1v_{n+1}.

Hence, inequality (13) holds by the same way as in the case where n is odd. Consequently, inequality (13) holds for any n ≥ 3. Here we change the suffixes of vectors in the righthand side of (13) for the sake of the following calculation. Since R_{(n,n−1,...,2,1)} ∈ G if n is odd and R_{(n+1,n,...,2,1)} ∈ G if n is even, inequality (13) is equivalent to

n^2|K̃| |K̃^∘| ≥ n(n + 1) 2 |O ∗ C(v_1, . . . , v_{n−1})|_{n−1} |O ∗ π_H Λ_K (C(v_1, . . . , v_{n−1}))|_{n−1} , (14)

where H := span{v_1, . . . , v_{n−1}}.

Now we shall estimate the right-hand side of (14) by means of Lemma 2.5 inductively. Assume that 2 ≤ k ≤ n − 1. Putting a_i := v_i (i = 1, . . . , k), we first check the assumption of Lemma 2.5.

Claim. The assumptions (i) and (iii) of Lemma 2.5 are satisfied.

Let us consider the transformation R_σ ∈ O(△^n) defined by the permutation σ := (i, i + 1, . . . , k) ∈ S_{n+1}. If (k − i) is even, then σ is an even permutation and R_σ ∈ G. Hence, R_σC(v_1, . . . , v_{k−1}) = C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_k), R_σΛ_K (C(v_1, . . . , v_{k−1})) = Λ_K (C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_k)).

If (k − i) is odd, then σ is an odd permutation and R_{(n,n+1)}R_σ ∈ G. Since k ≤ n − 1, we have R_{(n,n+1)}R_σC(v_1, . . . , v_{k−1}) = C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_k), R_{(n,n+1)}R_σΛ_K (C(v_1, . . . , v_{k−1})) = Λ_K (C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_k)).

Therefore, in both cases the claim holds.

Claim. The assumption (ii) of Lemma 2.5 is satisfied. In particular, if k ≤ n − 1, then π_{Hk−1} Λ_K (C(v_1, . . . , v_{k−1})) = Λ_K (C(v_1, . . . , v_{k−1})), where H_{k−1} := span{v_1, . . . , v_{k−1}}.

By the argument in the preceding claim, each Λ_K (C(v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}, v_{i+1}, . . . , v_k)) is Gcongruent to Λ_K (C(v_1, . . . , v_{k−1})). Hence, it suffices to show that Λ_K (C(v_1, . . . , v_{k−1})) ⊂ H_{k−1}.

Let x ∈ C(v_1, . . . , v_{k−1}) ⊂ H_{k−1} ∩ ∂K. Let us first choose the suffix j with k + 1 ≤ j ≤ n. Since R_{(j−1,j,j+1)} ∈ G and R_{(j−1,j,j+1)} fixes H_{k−1}, we have

Λ_K (x) = Λ_K (R_{(j−1,j,j+1)}x) = R_{(j−1,j,j+1)}Λ_K (x). (15)

Now we put Λ_K (x) = a^∘_1v_1 + · · · + a^∘_nv_n for a^∘_1, . . . , a^∘_n ∈ R. When j = n, from (15) we have

a^∘_1v_1 + · · · + a^∘_nv_n = a^∘_1v_1 + · · · + a^∘_{n−2}v_{n−2} + a^∘_{n−1}v_n + a^∘_nv_{n+1} = (a^∘_1 − a^∘_n)v_1 + · · · + (a^∘_{n−2} − a^∘_n)v_{n−2} − a^∘_nv_{n−1} + (a^∘_{n−1} − a^∘_n)v_n, which yields that a^∘_{n−1} = a^∘_n = 0. In the case where n = 3, since 3 ≤ k + 1 ≤ j ≤ n ≤ 3, k = 2 holds, and hence Λ_K (x) = a^∘_1v_1 ∈ H_1. If n ≥ 4, then by (15) we have a^∘_{j−1}v_{j−1} + a^∘_j v_j + a^∘_{j+1}v_{j+1} = a^∘_{j−1}v_j + a^∘_j v_{j+1} + a^∘_{j+1}v_{j−1}, so that a^∘_{j−1} = a^∘_j = a^∘_{j+1} holds for k + 1 ≤ j < n. Hence, a^∘_k = · · · = a^∘_n = 0 and Λ_K (x) ∈ H_{k−1}, which verifies the assumption (ii).

Finally we apply Lemma 2.5 to the right-hand side of (14). Taking the above claim into account, for k = 2, . . . , n − 2, we put I_k := |o ∗ C(v_1, . . . , v_k)|_k |o ∗ Λ_K (C(v_1, . . . , v_k))|_k and I_{n−1} := |o ∗ C(v_1, . . . , v_{n−1})|_{n−1} |o ∗ π_H Λ_K (C(v_1, . . . , v_{n−1}))|_{n−1}.

By Lemma 2.5, we obtain I_k ≥ n + 1 k(n + 2 − k)

I_{k−1} for k = 2, . . . , n − 1. Since I_1 = 1, we have I_{n−1} ≥ n + 1 (n − 1)3

I_{n−2} ≥ · · · ≥

2n(n + 1)^{n−1} (n!)^2 . It follows from (14) that |K̃| |K̃^∘| ≥ n + 1 2n 2n(n + 1)^{n−2}

(n!)^2 = (n + 1)^{n−1} (n!)^2 . Consequently, |K| |K^∘| ≥ (n + 1)^{n+1}/(n!)^2 holds.

4 The case G = SO(�^n)

Proof of Theorem 1.1. In this section we consider the group G = SO(�^n). The statement is trivial for n = 1 and is a consequence of Mahler’s theorem for n = 2. So, we assume that n ≥ 3. Let K ∈ Ǩ^n(G) and {e_1, . . . , e_n} be the standard basis on R^n . By a dilation of K, we may assume that e_i ∈ ∂K (i = 1, . . . , n). In what follows, we put B := ∂K ∩ pos{e_1, . . . , e_n} = C(e_1, . . . , e_n), K̃ := o ∗ B, K̃^∘ := o ∗ Λ_K (B).

Then by the symmetry of K, |K| |K^∘| = 4^n|K̃| |K̃^∘| holds. As in the proof of Theorem 1.2, we obtain n^2|K̃| |K̃^∘| ≥ �_n � i=1 (−1)^{i−1}C(e_1, . . . , e_{i−1}, e_{i+1}, . . . , e_n) � · �_n � i=1 (−1)^{i−1}Λ_K (C(e_1, . . . , e_{i−1}, e_{i+1}, . . . , e_n)) � .

Now, for each i = 2, . . . , n, we consider the transformation R_i ∈ SO(n) defined by R_ie_i = e_1, R_ie_1 = −e_i, R_ie_j = e_j (j ≠ 1, i).

Then R_iC(e_2, . . . , e_n) = (−1)^iC(e_1, . . . , e_{i−1}, e_{i+1}, . . . , e_n). (16) holds. Similarly, we have R_iΛ_K (C(e_2, . . . , e_n)) = (−1)^iΛ_K (C(e_1, . . . , e_{i−1}, e_{i+1}, . . . , e_n)).

Therefore, we obtain

n^2|K̃| |K̃^∘| ≥ � I − n� i=2 R_i � C(e_2, . . . , e_n) � · � I − n� i=2 R_i � Λ_K (C(e_2, . . . , e_n)) � . (17) For 2 ≤ i < j ≤ n, we use the transformation R_{ij} ∈ SO(n) defined by R_{ij} e_1 = −e_1, R_{ij} e_i = e_j , R_{ij} e_j = e_i, R_{ij}e_k = e_k (k ≠ 1, i, j).

Then R_{ij} Λ_K (C(e_2, . . . , e_n)) = −Λ_K (C(e_2, . . . , e_n)) holds. Here we put Λ_K (C(e_2, . . . , e_n)) = a^∘_1e_1 + · · · + a^∘_ne_n.

Then we obtain a^∘_i = −a^∘_j for any 2 ≤ i < j ≤ n. If n ≥ 4, then it follows that a^∘_2 = · · · = a^∘_n = 0. Hence we have Λ_K (C(e_2, . . . , e_n)) = a^∘_1e_1, which yields � I − n� i=2 R_i � Λ_K (C(e_2, . . . , e_n)) = a^∘_1(e_1 + · · · + e_n).

This equality also holds for n = 3. Indeed, in this case a^∘_2 = −a^∘_3 holds, and hence (I − R_2 − R_3) Λ_K (C(e_2, e_3)) = (I − R_2 − R_3) (a^∘_1e_1 + a^∘_2e_2 − a^∘_2e_3) = a^∘_1(e_1 + e_2 + e_3). On the other hand, by Lemma 2.3 (i), we can put C(e_2, . . . , e_n) = a_1e_1 for a_1 ∈ R, which yields � I − n� i=2 R_i � C(e_2, . . . , e_n) = a_1(e_1 + · · · + e_n).

Hence the right hand side of (17) is equal to na_1a^∘_1 = nC(e_2, . . . , e_n) · Λ_K (C(e_2, . . . , e_n))

= n |O ∗ C(e_2, . . . , e_n)|_{n−1} |O ∗ π_H Λ_K (C(e_2, . . . , e_n))|_{n−1} . Therefore, we obtain

|K̃| |K̃^∘| ≥ 1 n |O ∗ C(e_2, . . . , e_n)|_{n−1} |O ∗ π_H Λ_K (C(e_2, . . . , e_n))|_{n−1} , (18) where H := span{e_2, . . . , e_n}.

Next, for k ≤ n − 1 we shall verify the assumptions of Lemma 2.5. As (16), for i = 2, . . . , k we have

(−1)^iR_iC(e_2, . . . , e_k) = C(e_1, . . . , e_{i−1}, e_{i+1}, . . . , e_k), (−1)^iR_iΛ_K (C(e_2, . . . , e_k)) = Λ_K (C(e_1, . . . , e_{i−1}, e_{i+1}, . . . , e_k)).

Since (−1)^iR_i ∈ O(n), the assumptions (i) and (iii) of Lemma 2.5 are satisfied. We shall check (ii). By the symmetry of K, it suffices to show that Λ(x) ⊂ span{e_2, . . . , e_k} for x ∈ ∂K ∩ span{e_2, . . . , e_k}. For k < i ≤ n, we have

R_iΛ_K (x) = Λ_K (R_ix) = Λ_K (x),

so that we put Λ_K (x) = a^∘_1e_1 + · · · + a^∘_ne_n,

then a^∘_1 = a^∘_i , −a^∘_1 = a^∘_i holds. Hence, we obtain

a^∘_1 = 0, a^∘_{k+1} = · · · = a^∘_n = 0,

which means that Λ_K (x) ∈ span{e_2, . . . , e_k}.

As in the last paragraph of the proof of Theorem 1.2 in Section 3, by using (18) and Lemma 2.5, we complete the proof.

5 From Mahler’s conjecture to symplectic measurements

Recently, Conjecture 3 has been intensively studied for convex Lagrangian products (see, e.g., [B], [R] and [SL]). In that case, solutions of Mahler’s conjecture provide a powerful tool to study it. In the last section we prove Proposition 1.5 and give its applications to Conjecture 3, other than Corollary 1.6, by means of several partial known results of Conjecture 1. We first recall the following result, which is a generalization of Theorem 1.4.

Proposition 5.1 ([AKO], Remark 4.2). Let K, T ∈ K^n_0 . Then

c_{HZ}(K × T ) = c(K × T ) = 4 inrad_T ∘ (K),

where inrad_T ∘ (K) := sup{r > 0; rT^∘ ⊂ K} and c denotes the cylindrical capacity defined by c(Σ) := inf{πr^2; there is a symplectic embedding from Σ to (Z^{2n}(r), ω_0)}.

It is well-known that the Gromov width c_G and the cylindrical capacity c are the smallest and largest symplectic capacities, respectively, i.e., c_G(M, ω) ≤ c(M, ω) ≤ c(M, ω). It follows from Proposition 5.1 that a simple argument yields Proposition 1.5.

Proof of Proposition 1.5. By definition, (inrad_T ∘ (K)) T^∘ ⊂ K holds. By the bipolar theorem, we have (inrad_T ∘ (K))^{−1} T ⊃ K^∘,

which implies that (inrad_T ∘ (K))^{−n} |T | ≥ |K^∘|. (19)

Assume that Mahler’s conjecture is true for the centrally symmetric convex body K ⊂ R^n . Then, by (19) and the fact that K × T is a Lagrangian product in (R^{2n} , ω), we have

4^n n! ≤ |K| |K^∘| ≤ (inrad_T ∘ (K))^{−n} |K| |T |

= (inrad_T ∘ (K))^{−n} vol(K × T ).

By Proposition 5.1, we obtain

c(K × T )^n n! = (4 inrad_T ∘ (K))^n n! ≤ vol(K × T ).

Since c ≤ c for any symplectic capacity c, we complete the proof.

Now we apply Proposition 1.5 to several cases. The solution of Mahler’s conjecture (Conjecture 1) for n = 2, 3 immediately implies

Corollary 5.2. Let n = 2 or 3. Let K and L be a centrally symmetric convex bodies in R^n . Then for the Lagrangian product Σ := K × L ⊂ (R^{2n} , ω_0) the inequality c(Σ)^n ≤ n! vol(Σ) holds for any symplectic capacity c.

One of the famous partial answer of Conjecture 1 is the case of 1-unconditional bodies [SR]. The result yields

Corollary 5.3. Let K be an 1-unconditional body in R^n and L ∈ K^n_0 . Then for the Lagrangian product Σ := K × L ⊂ (R^{2n} , ω_0) the inequality c(Σ)^n ≤ n! vol(Σ) holds for any symplectic capacity c.

Remark 5.4. (i) Corollary 5.3 is a generalization of [SL, Theorem 1.8].

(ii) It is interesting to compare this result to [B, Theorem 5.2], which states that c_{HZ}(P × L)^n ≤ n! vol(P × L) for any convex body L ⊂ R^n , where P ∈ K^n_0 denotes a parallelotope and is an example of 1-unconditional bodies. Note that L is not assumed to be centrally symmetric. On the other hand, Corollary 5.3 assumes that L is centrally symmetric, but K ∈ K^n_0 is arbitrary 1-unconditional body. See also [R, Theorem 1.1] for n = 2.

Any other partial results of Mahler’s conjecture (see, e.g., [Sc1, Section 10.7]) bear partial answers of Viterbo’s conjecture. On the other hand, it is known that Conjecture 3 is true for convex bounded domain Σ ⊂ (R^{2n} , ω_0) near the symplectic ball B^{2n} (see [AB, Corollary 2] for details). In this case Σ is not necessarily a Lagrangian product. However, it is difficult to determine whether a given Lagrangian product is near B^{2n}.

Finally, we note that there is other approach to Conjecture 3, so-called strong Viterbo’s conjecture which predicts that all symplectic capacities coincide for each convex bounded domain Σ ⊂ (R^{2n} , ω_0). For this direction, we refer [GHR] and references therein.

References

[AB] A. Abbondandolo and G. Benedetti, On the local systolic optimality of Zoll contact forms, available at https://arxiv.org/abs/1912.04187.

[AKO] S. Artstein-Avidan, R. Karasev, and Y. Ostrover, From symplectic measurements to the Mahler conjecture, Duke Math. J. 163 (2014), no. 11, 2003–2022, DOI 10.1215/00127094-2794999.

[B] A. Balitskiy, Equality cases in Viterbo’s conjecture and isoperimetric billiard inequalities, Int.

Math. Res. Not. IMRN 7 (2020), 1957–1978, DOI 10.1093/imrn/rny076.

[BF] F. Barthe and M. Fradelizi, The volume product of convex bodies with many hyperplane symmetries, Amer. J. Math. 135 (2013), no. 2, 311–347, DOI 10.1353/ajm.2013.0018.

[FHMRZ] M. Fradelizi, A. Hubard, M. Meyer, E. Roldán-Pensado, and A. Zvavitch, Equipartitions and Mahler volumes of symmetric convex bodies, available at https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.

10765.

[GHR] J. Gutt, M. Hutchings, and G. B. Ramos, Examples around the strong Viterbo conjecture, J.

Fixed Point Theory Appl., to appear, available at https://arxiv.org/abs/2003.10854.

[GMR] Y. Gordon, M. Meyer, and S. Reisner, Zonoids with minimal volume-product—a new proof, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 104 (1988), no. 1, 273–276, DOI 10.2307/2047501.

[IS1] H. Iriyeh and M. Shibata, Symmetric Mahler’s conjecture for the volume product in the 3- dimensional case, Duke Math. J. 169 (2020), no. 6, 1077–1134, DOI 10.1215/00127094-2019- 0072.

[IS2] H. Iriyeh and M. Shibata, Minimal volume product of three dimensional convex bodies with various discrete symmetries, Discrete Comput. Geom., to appear, DOI 10.1007/s00454-021- 00357-6.

[Ma1] K. Mahler, Ein Minimalproblem für konvexe Polygone, Mathematica (Zutphen) B 7 (1939), 118–127 (German).

[Ma2] , Ein Übertragungsprinzip für konvexe Körper, Časopis Pěst. Mat. Fys. 68 (1939), 93– 102 (German).

[Mat] Y. Matsushima, Differentiable manifolds, Pure and Applied Mathematics, vol. 9, Marcel Dekker, Inc., New York, 1972. Translated from the Japanese by E. T. Kobayashi.

[Me1] M. Meyer, Une caractérisation volumique de certains espaces normés de dimension finie, Israel J. Math. 55 (1986), no. 3, 317–326, DOI 10.1007/BF02765029 (French, with English summary).

[Me2] , Convex bodies with minimal volume product in R^2, Monatsh. Math. 112 (1991), no. 4, 297–301, DOI 10.1007/BF01351770.

[MP] M. Meyer and A. Pajor, On the Blaschke-Santaló inequality, Arch. Math. (Basel) 55 (1990), no. 1, 82–93, DOI 10.1007/BF01199119.

[R] D. Rudolf, Viterbo’s conjecture for Lagrangian products in R^4 and symplectomorphisms to the Euclidean ball, available at https://arxiv.org/abs/2203.02294.

[SR] J. Saint-Raymond, Sur le volume des corps convexes symétriques, Initiation Seminar on Analysis: G. Choquet-M. Rogalski-J. Saint-Raymond, 20th Year: 1980/1981, Publ. Math. Univ. Pierre et Marie Curie, vol. 46, Univ. Paris VI, Paris, 1981, pp. Exp. No. 11, 25 (French).

[Sc1] R. Schneider, Convex bodies: the Brunn-Minkowski theory, Second expanded edition, Encyclopedia of Mathematics and its Applications, vol. 151, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2014.

[Sc2] , Smooth approximation of convex bodies, Rend. Circ. Mat. Palermo (2) 33 (1984), no. 3, 436–440.

[SL] K. Shi and G. Lu, The Viterbo’s capacity conjectures for convex toric domains and the product of a 1-unconditional convex body and its polar, available at https://arxiv.org/abs/2008.

04000v2.

[V] C. Viterbo, Metric and isoperimetric problems in symplectic geometry, J. Amer. Math. Soc.

13 (2000), no. 2, 411–431 (electronic), DOI 10.1090/S0894-0347-00-00328-3.