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Abstract

In this paper, we extend two celebrated inequalities by Busemann—
the random simplex inequality and the intersection inequality—to both
complex and quaternionic vector spaces. Our proof leverages a mono-
tonicity property under symmetrization with respect to complex or
quaternionic hyperplanes. Notably, we demonstrate that the standard
Steiner symmetrization, contrary to assertions in a paper by Grinberg,
does not exhibit this monotonicity property.

1 Introduction

The Busemann random simplex inequality provides a sharp lower bound on
the expected volume of a random simplex in R

n formed by the origin and
n vertices sampled uniformly from convex bodies K1, . . . ,Kn ⊆ R

n. It is a
cornerstone of a beautiful theory of affine isoperimetric inequalities for con-
vex bodies. From this inequality several other important inequalities such
as the Petty projection inequality, the Busemann–Petty centroid inequality,
and the Busemann intersection inequality can be deduced. For further infor-
mation, see the discussion below and the books by Gardner [21], Schneider
[39], and Schneider–Weil [41].
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The first main result of this paper is an analogue of the Busemann ran-
dom simplex inequality for complex and quaternionic vector spaces. By
restricting the scalar field, these can be viewed as real vector spaces and
hence they possess convex sets in the usual sense. However, the complex
and quaternionic structures give rise to additional geometric objects, such
as complex or quaternionic subspaces. The underlying theme of this paper
is the interaction of these geometric structures with classical convexity.

Throughout this paper, we denote the scalar field by F, which is allowed
to be either the real numbers R, the complex numbers C, or the quaternions
H. We denote by p the dimension of F over R (hence p ∈ {1, 2, 4}) and by
det(x1, . . . , xn) the determinant of the matrix with columns x1, . . . , xn ∈ F

n.
Since we also consider matrices with quaternionic entries, it is important to
note that the term “determinant” always refers to the Dieudonné determi-
nant. The main properties of the Dieudonné determinant are exposed in
Section 2.3 below. A (real, complex, quaternionic) ellipsoid in F

n is by defi-
nition the image of the euclidean unit ball under an F-affine transformation.
In what follows, we will write R+ for the interval [0,∞).

Theorem 1.1. Let Φ: R+ → R be a fixed strictly increasing function. For
convex bodies K1, . . . ,Kn ⊆ F

n, set

B(K1, . . . ,Kn) =

∫

x1∈K1

· · ·
∫

xn∈Kn

Φ(|det(x1, . . . , xn)|)dx1 · · · dxn.

Then
B(K1, . . . ,Kn) ≥ B(B1, . . . , Bn), (1)

where Bi is the euclidean ball with center at the origin and of volume equal
to the volume of Ki.

Moreover, if the bodies K1, . . . ,Kn have non-empty interior, then equal-
ity holds in (1) if and only if the Ki are homothetic (real, complex, or
quaternionic) ellipsoids centered at the origin.

Remark 1.2. As expected, the convexity can be dropped in Theorem 1.1
without any significant changes in the proof (see [37]). If one assumes
K1, . . . ,Kn to be merely compact (or even just measurable) and of positive
volume, then (1) is still true, with equality if and only if K1, . . . ,Kn are, up
to sets of measure zero, homothetic ellipsoids centered at the origin. As a
consequence, one concludes that convexity can be replaced with compactness
in Theorem 1.3 below as well. Equality holds if and only if K1, . . . ,Kn are
as in the statement of Theorem 1.3, up to sets of measure zero.
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In the real case, the above theorem is known as the Busemann random
simplex inequality. Essentially, the determinant can be interpreted as n!
times the volume of the simplex formed by the origin and x1, . . . , xn. The
complex version of Theorem 1.1 is discussed in Grinberg’s work [22]. How-
ever, there is an issue with the proof presented therein, as we will elaborate.

The classical proof of the Busemann random simplex inequality is based
on the property that Steiner symmetrization does not increase B. More
precisely,

B(K1, . . . ,Kn) ≥ B(SH K1, . . . ,SH Kn) (2)

holds for every real hyperplane H ⊆ R
n. Grinberg’s paper suggests that

in the complex case the same property holds with the same proof as in the
real case. This is problematic, as it contradicts the characterization of the
equality case as described in [22, Theorem 11] and Theorem 1.1.

Indeed, consider K1 = · · · = Kn = E, where E is a complex ellipsoid but
not a Euclidean ball. In this scenario, equality holds in (1). However, there
exist real hyperplanes H in C

n such that SH E is not a complex ellipsoid.
Consequently, the inequality (2) cannot hold true for such H.

We will demonstrate, using a different argument than the one used in
the real case, that (2) holds for symmetrization in complex and quaternionic
hyperplanes. In the quaternionic case, this requires first establishing a weak
form of the Laplace expansion for the Dieudonné determinant (Proposi-
tion 2.4).

Our second main result is an analogue of the Busemann intersection in-
equality for complex or quaternionic vector spaces. In the following theorem,
Grm(n,F) denotes the Grassmannian of m-dimensional F-linear subspaces
of Fn and dE denotes integration with respect to the unique Haar prob-
ability measure on the Grassmannian. Let κn denote the volume of the
n-dimensional euclidean unit ball in R

n. The Lebesgue measure of a set
A ⊆ R

n is denoted by |A|.

Theorem 1.3. Let m ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1} and let K1, . . . ,Km ⊆ F
n be convex

bodies with non-empty interior. If p ∈ {1, 2, 4} denotes the dimension of F
over R, then

|K1| · · · |Km| ≥ (κnp)
m

(κmp)n

∫

Grm(n,F)
|K1 ∩ E|n/m · · · |Km ∩ E|n/mdE, (3)

where |Ki ∩ E| denotes the Lebesgue measure of Ki ∩ E in E.
For m = 1 equality holds if and only if the Ki are invariant under mul-

tiplication by scalars of unit norm. If m ≥ 2, then equality holds in (3) if
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and only if the Ki are homothetic (real, complex, or quaternionic) ellipsoids
centered at the origin.

We remark that, due to a straightforward application of Hölder’s in-
equality, Theorem 1.3 in the case K1 = · · · = Km is in fact equivalent to the
general case of Theorem 1.3.

The Busemann intersection inequality was initially proven by Busemann
in [15] form = n−1 and later in [14, Equation (9.4)] for generalm. Grinberg
rediscovered the general case in [22]. The paper also introduces the complex
version of the inequality. In all cases, the intersection inequality can be
derived from the Busemann random simplex inequality via a useful identity
known as the linear Blaschke–Petkantchin formula.

As mentioned, Theorem 1.3 for m ≥ 2 can be formulated as

|K|m ≥ (κnp)
m

(κmp)n

∫

Grm(n,F)
|K ∩ E|ndE, (4)

with equality if and only if K is a centered ellipsoid. In the real case, the
quantity on the right-hand side is called the mth dual affine quermassinte-
gral and is denoted by Φ̃m(K). It is well known that Φ̃m(K) is invariant
under volume-preserving linear transformations. This was proved by Grin-
berg [22], who also observed affine invariance over the complex numbers.
We will reprove these results and establish the analogous property over the
quaternions in Section 6, along with invariance of the mth affine quermass-
integral ∫

Grm(n,F)
|PEK|−ndE.

Here PE : Fn → E denotes the orthogonal projection and |PEK| denotes
the (euclidean) volume of PEK in E. In fact, our proof will show how to
construct these integrals using only a choice of Lebesgue measure on a vector
space.

The results of this work suggest to formulate a conjecture by Lutwak [31],
which was recently confirmed by Milman–Yehudayoff [34], also over the com-
plex numbers and the quaternions:

Conjecture 1.4. For every convex body K in F
n with non-empty interior

|K|−m ≥ (κmp)
n

(κnp)m

∫

Grm(n,F)
|PEK|−ndE (5)

with equality if and only if K is a (real, complex, or quaternionic) ellipsoid.
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It is not difficult to see that Conjecture 1.4 is true in the specific case
where m = 1 and K is the unit ball of a (complex or quaternionic) norm
(Proposition 6.2). In the real case, Milman and Yehudayoff [34] demon-
strated that the integral in (5) is monotone under Steiner symmetrization.
This is not true in the complex and quaternionic cases, since ellipsoids are
only extremizers if they are complex or quaternionic. Thus a proof of Con-
jecture 1.4 based on symmetrization will require a different method.

As in the real case, the conjecture directly implies the isoperimetric
inequalities

κnp
κmp

∫

Grm(n,F)
|PEK|dE ≥ |K|n/m. (6)

While these inequalities are highly compelling, they remain open over the
complex numbers and the quaternions.

1.1 Relation to other work

The intersection body of a convex body K ⊆ R
n was introduced by Lutwak

[32] as the star-shaped body IK determined by

|IK ∩H⊥| = |K ∩H|

for every linear hyperplane H ⊆ R
n. The Busemann intersection inequality

(4) for m = n − 1 yields a sharp upper bound for the volume of the in-
tersection body. Replacing real by complex hyperplanes and requiring IK
to be invariant under multiplication by unit complex numbers, Koldobsky–
Paouris–Zymonopoulou [28] introduced complex intersection bodies. This
definition was latter extended by Dann–Zymonopoulou [16] to quaternionic
vector spaces. As in the real case, the Busemann intersection inequality
of Theorem 1.3 yields a sharp upper bound in the volume of the complex
and quaternionic intersection bodies. The concept of intersection body ex-
ists also within the Lp-Brunn–Minkowski theory, see, e.g., [8, 20, 26, 33].
An Lp version of the complex intersection body was recently introduced by
Ellmeyer and Hofstätter [19].

The classical Busemann random simplex inequality is well known to
translate for Φ(x) = x into a sharp inequality for the the volume of the
centroid body of a convex body. Inspired by the work of Abardia and
Bernig [1, 2], an analogue of the centroid body for complex vector spaces
was proposed by Haberl [25]. The volume of this body, however, does not
seem to be related to the functional B.

The integrals in (6) arise in complex and quaternionic integral geometry
as important examples of unitarily invariant valuations, see [3, 9, 10].
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2 Preliminaries

In this paper euclidean inner products are denoted by 〈u, v〉 and for the
corresponding norms we write ‖v‖. Following the standard reference [41],
let

κn =
πn/2

Γ(n2 + 1)

denote the volume of the n-dimensional euclidean unit ball Bn ⊆ R
n and

we write

ωn = nκn =
2π

n
2

Γ(n2 )

for the surface area of the (n− 1)-dimensional sphere Sn−1 = ∂Bn.

2.1 Convex geometry

Let E be a k-dimensional linear subspace in R
n and let A ⊆ R

n be compact.
The symmetrization of A with respect to the subspace E is defined as follows.
For every (n−k)-dimensional affine subspace F ⊥ E that meets A, consider
the euclidean ball BF ⊆ F (possibly a singleton) with center in E and
volume equal to the volume of A ∩ F . The union of all such balls is the
symmetrization of A with respect to E and denoted by SE A, see, e.g.,
[13, Section 9.2]. For k = n− 1 one obtains the Steiner symmetrization and
for k = 1 the Schwarz symmetrization.

Observe that SE A can be obtained as a limit of Steiner symmetrizations.
In particular, SE A is convex if A is convex.

A generalization of a remarkable theorem due to Klain [27] will be used
subsequently.

Theorem 2.1 (Bianchi–Gardner–Gronchi [11, Theorem 6.9]). Let i ∈ {1, . . . , n−
2}. Let, also, E1, . . . , Em ⊆ R

n be i-dimensional linear subspaces such that
E⊥

1 + · · · + E⊥
m = R

n, and that the set {E1, . . . , Em} cannot be partitioned
into two mutually orthogonal non-empty subsets. Let {Fi}∞i=1 be a sequence
from {E1, . . . , Em}, such that each Ei appears infinite many times in the se-
quence. Then, for a convex body C, the sequence SFi ◦ · · · ◦SF1(C) converges
in the Hausdorff metric to a euclidean ball.

To characterize when equality occurs in our inequalities, we will use the
following elementary characterization of euclidean balls. We refer to [17] or
[23, Lemma 2]) for a related characterization of ellipsoids.
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Lemma 2.2. Let K be a convex body in R
n, such that for each direction

u ∈ S
n−1, there is a hyperplane H which is perpendicular to u and K is

symmetric with respect to H. Then K is a euclidean ball.

2.2 Linear algebra over non-commutative fields

The basic concepts of linear algebra extend with almost no change to the
situation where the field is not necessarily commutative. In this paper, by a
vector space V over a division ring k we will always understand a right vector
space over k. This is a group (V,+) together with a scalar multiplication

· : V × k → V

such that the properties

(v · a) · b = v · (ab), (v + w) · a = v · a+ w · a,
v · (a+ b) = v · a+ v · b, v · 1 = v

are satisfied. The definition and properties of subspaces, span, linear in-
dependence, basis, and dimension carry over without change to this more
general setting, see, e.g., [6, Chapter 1]. A linear map f : V →W is defined
as in the commutative setting. If v1, . . . , vn is a basis of V and w1, . . . , wm

is a basis of W , then the matrix A = (aij) ∈ Mat(m× n, k) is defined by

f(vj) =
m∑

r=1

wj · arj, j = 1, . . . , n.

Here, Mat(m× n, k) stands for the set of m× n matrices with entries from
k. We also abbreviate Mat(n, k) = Mat(n × n, k). Observe that if v ∈ V
has the coordinates X = (x1, . . . , xn)

t, then f(v) has the coordinates AX.
If g : U → V is another linear map with matrix B = (bkl), then the matrix
of f ◦ g is the product of the matrices AB = (

∑n
r=1 airbrl), as usual.

An important difference with the commutative case that arises already
at this elementary level is that the set Hom(V,W ) of linear maps fails in
general to be a vector space over k. Also the definition of the determinant
requires a modification as we will discuss in the next subsection.

In this article, we are ultimately interested in only in the division rings
of the reals, the complex numbers, and the quaternions. We use the letter
F to denote either R, C, or H. Recall that every x ∈ H can be uniquely
expressed as

x = x0 + x1i+ x2j + x3k,
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where x0, x1, x2, x3 ∈ R and

i2 = j2 = k2 = ijk = −1.

Conjugation in H is defined by x = x0 − x1i− x2j − x3k and satisfies

xy = y x, x, y ∈ H.

The real part of x is denoted by Rex = x0. Observe that x + x = 2Re x.
The absolute value or norm of a quaternion is defined by |x| =

√
xx and a

euclidean inner product on H is defined by polarization,

|x+ y|2 = |x|2 + 2〈x, y〉 + |y|2.

Note that
〈x, y〉 = Re(xy) = Re(xy) = Re(yx) (7)

and consequently,

〈xw, yw〉 = 〈wx,wy〉 = |w|〈x, y〉.

A (hyper-)hermitian inner product V ×V → F on a vector space V over
C (or H) satisfies by definition the properties

(u+ v,w) = (u,w) + (v,w), (v · a,w) = a(v,w), (w, v) = (v,w),

and (v, v) ≥ 0 with equality if and only if v = 0. Such an inner product de-
fines a norm ‖v‖ =

√
(v, v) and a euclidean inner product 〈u, v〉 = Re(u, v).

It follows from (7) that ‖v · a‖ = |a|‖v‖ for all a ∈ F and v ∈ V . An inner
product space is a vector space V equipped with a euclidean, hermitian, or
hyperhermitian inner product. The standard hyperhermitian inner product
on H

n is

(v,w) =

n∑

i=1

viwi.

The adjoint of f ∈ Hom(V,W ) exists and satisfies

〈v, f∗(w)〉 = 〈f(v), w〉, v ∈ V, w ∈W.

If the matrices of f and f∗ are considered with respect to orthonormal bases
of V and W , then A∗ = A

t
, as usual.

The division rings R, C, and H give rise to the classical groups. We
denote by GL(V ) the general linear group and set GL(n,F) = GL(Fn). The
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special linear group will be defined in the next subsection after we have
discussed the determinant. If V is an inner product space, we define

U(V ) = {f ∈ GL(V ) : f ◦ f∗ = I}

and call it the unitary group. This provides a convenient uniform ter-
minology for the classical groups O(n) = U(Rn), U(n) = U(Cn), and
Sp(n) = U(Hn). Note that the unitary group acts transitively on the set of
orthonormal basis of V .

2.3 Non-commutative determinants

Dieudonné [18] has extended the theory of determinants to fields that need
not be commutative. Let k× denote the multiplicative group of non-zero
elements of a division ring k and let [k×, k×] be the commutator subgroup.
To the group k×/[k×, k×] we adjoin a zero element 0 with the obvious mul-
tiplication rules. Note that if k is commutative, then [k×, k×] = {1} and the
Dieudonné determinant coincides with the usual determinant. We there-
fore do not notionally distinguish between the classical and the Dieudonné
determinant in the following.

Let us write [a] for the coset of a ∈ k× in k×/[k×, k×] and put moreover
[0] = 0.

Theorem 2.3 ([6, Section IV.1]). The Dieudonné determinant

det: Mat(n, k) → k×/[k×, k×] ∪ {0}

is uniquely characterized by the following properties:

(a) If A′ is obtained from A by multiplying one row from the left by µ, then
detA′ = [µ] detA

(b) If A′ is obtained by adding a left multiple of a row of A to another row,
then detA′ = detA.

(c) The unit matrix has determinant 1.

Moreover, the Dieudonné determinant has the following properties:

(1) det(A) = 0 if and only if A is singular.

(2) det(AB) = det(A) det(B).

(3) If A′ is obtained from A by interchanging two rows or two columns, then
detA′ = [−1] detA.
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(4) If A′ is obtained by adding a right multiple of a column of A to another
column, then detA′ = detA.

(5) If A′ is obtained from A by multiplying one column from the right by µ,
then detA′ = [µ] detA

The Dieudonné determinant is in general not linear in each row, but
satisfies only a version of subadditivity, see [6, Theorem 4.3]. A recent paper
[38, Remark 1] asserts that there exists no row expansion for the Dieudonné
determinant. Formally this is correct, since there is in general no addition
defined on k×/[k×, k×]. An earlier paper by Brenner [12, Theorem 4.3]
claims the existence of a row expansion, but he is not explicit about the
meaning of his notation.

The following proposition, which will be crucial in our proof of the
quaternionic Busemann random simplex inequality, can be interpreted as
a weak form of row expansion. We suspect that it is the correct way to
interpret the results of Brenner (Theorems 4.3 and 4.5 in [12]).

Proposition 2.4. Let A = (aij) ∈ Mat(n, k). Then there exist elements
λ1, . . . , λn ∈ k that do not depend on the first row of A such that

detA = [a11λ1 + · · ·+ a1nλn] (8)

and
[λi] = detA(1, i),

where A(i, j) ∈ Mat(n−1, k) is the matrix A with the ith row and jth column
deleted.

Proof. The basic idea is to perform elementary row operations on all rows
except the first one. By adding suitable multiples of a row to another, we
obtain from A a matrix A′, such that one of the following holds: (1) The
matrix A′ has a zero row; or (2) There exists a permutation matrix P = Pσ

such that

A′P =

(
a1,σ(1) · · · a1,σ(n−1) a1,σ(n)
y D

)
,

where σ is a permutation, D = diag(d1, . . . , dn−1) is a diagonal matrix with
non-zero diagonal entries, and y is a column vector of length n− 1.

In the first case, independently of the entries in the first row, the matrix
A is always singular. Thus we set λ1 = · · · = λn = 0.
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In the second case, by adding suitable multiples of the columns 2, . . . , n
of A′P to the first column, we obtain the matrix

A′′ =

(
b a1σ(2) · · · a1,σ(n)
0 D

)
,

where
b = a1,σ(1) − a1σ(2)d

−1
1 y1 − · · · − a1,σ(n)d

−1
n−1yn−1.

By Theorem 2.3(2), one has

detA = detA′ = (detP )−1 detA′′ = (detP )−1[b] detD.

Therefore setting

λσ(1) = µ and λσ(i) = −d−1
i−1yi−1µ for i = 2, . . . , n (9)

with [µ] = (detP )−1 detD yields (8).

We will need a more precise description of how the scalars λ1, . . . , λn in
Proposition 2.4 can be chosen.

Lemma 2.5. In the setting of Proposition 2.4, suppose that the submatrix
A(1, 1) is non-singular. Let us write z = (ai1)

n
i=2 ∈ kn−1 for the first column

of A without the first entry. Let all other entries of A be fixed. Then λ1 can
be chosen independently of z and the scalars λ2, . . . , λn can be chosen so that
there exists a non-zero element µ ∈ k such that λ2(z) · µ−1, . . . , λn(z) · µ−1

are linearly independent linear functions of z.

Proof. This follows immediately from the proof of Proposition 2.4. Indeed,
the fact that A(1, 1) is non-singular implies that the permutation σ can be
chosen so that σ(1) = 1. Since y is the result of row operations applied to
z, the coordinates of y are linearly independent linear functions of z. The
claimed properties of the λi are now obvious from definition (9).

If f is an endomorphism of V with matrix A with respect to some basis,
we define det f = detA. By Theorem 2.3(2) this definition does not depend
on the choice of basis.

Let us consider the special case k = H. One can show that the commu-
tator subgroup [H×,H×] consists precisely of quaternions of unit norm, see,
e.g., [7, Lemma 8] for a proof. In particular, −1 belongs to the commuta-
tor subgroup and thus permutation matrices have Dieudonné determinant
1. A direct consequence is that over the quaternions the Dieudonné de-
terminant has the additional property that interchanging two rows or two
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columns does not change the determinant. In many other respects as well,
the Dieudonné determinant behaves similarly to the absolute value of a real
or complex determinant. For an introduction to the Dieudonné determinant
that emphasizes this perspective, see [4].

Note that even for quaternionic (2 × 2)-matrices the identity detAt =
detA is not true, see [30, Section 4.2] for a counterexample. However, the
following is true.

Proposition 2.6. detA∗ = detA for A ∈ Mat(n,H).

Proof. Since (left) elementary row operations on A correspond to (right) el-
ementary column operations on A∗, it suffices to consider diagonal matrices.
Since a = a modulo [H×,H×], the claim follows.

Corollary 2.7. If V is an inner product space, then |det f | = 1 for f ∈
U(V ).

We define the special linear group over F as

SL(n,F) = {A ∈ GL(n,F) : detA = 1}
Also in the quaternionic case, the transformations belonging to this group
are volume-preserving:

Proposition 2.8. In any quaternionic vector space V

|det f |4 = det fR, (10)

where fR the R-linear map obtained through the restriction of the scalar field.

Proof. Let (v1, . . . , vn) be a basis of V as vector space over H. Then

(v1, . . . , vn, v1 · i, . . . , vn · i, v1 · j, . . . , vn · j, v1 · k, . . . , vn · k)
is a basis of V as a vector space over R. Equation (10) thus follows at once
from [7, Theorem 9].

Lemma 2.9. Let A ∈ Mat(n,F). Define the linear map

Rm : Mat(m× n,F) → Mat(m× n,F)

M 7→MA,

where Mat(m × n,F) is regarded as a real vector space. Then, |detRm| =
|detA|mp.

Proof. First, note that |detRm| = |detR1|m. Consider the F-linear map
f : Mat(n × 1,F) → Mat(n × 1,F), f(X) = A∗X. Clearly, one has R1 =
∗◦f◦∗. Therefore detR1 = det fR and the claim follows from Proposition 2.8
and Proposition 2.6.
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2.4 Invariant smooth measures

Recall that a (strictly positive) smooth measure on a smooth manifold X
is a signed Borel measure µ such that in each coordinate chart (U, φ) there
exists a (strictly positive) smooth function fU : φ(U) → R such that

∫

X
hdµ =

∫

φ(U)
h(φ−1(x))fU (x) dx

for all continuous function h ∈ Cc(U) with compact support contained in
U . Note that if (V, ψ) is another coordinate coordinate chart, then

fU (x) = gUV (x) fV ((ψ ◦ φ−1)(x)), x ∈ φ(U ∩ V ),

with gUV (x) = |det d(ψ ◦ φ−1)|(x), by the change of variables formula.
The functions gUV coincide with the transition functions for the density

line bundle Dens(TX), see, e.g., [36] or [29]. Thus smooth measures are
in bijective correspondence with the smooth densities on X, i.e., smooth
sections of Dens(TX). We remind the reader that the fiber of Dens(TX)
over a point x ∈ X consists of densities on the tangent space TxX at this
point. Here a density on an n-dimensional real vector spaces V is a function
on the nth exterior power of V , ω : ∧nV → R, satisfying ω(tv1 ∧ · · · ∧ vn) =
|t|ω(v1 ∧ · · · ∧ vn) for t ∈ R. We denote by Dens(V ) the 1-dimensional real
vector space of densities on V . Below we will use the natural isomorphisms

Dens(V ∗) ≃ Dens(V )∗,

Dens(V/E) ≃ Dens(V )⊗Dens(E)∗.

Densities can be pulled back under diffeomorphisms f : X → X so that

∫

X
f∗h · f∗ρ =

∫

X
h · ρ (11)

holds for every compactly supported continuous function h. If G is a Lie
group that acts smoothly on X, then let us write λg(x) = g · x. By (11)
a G-invariant density ρ, i.e., a density satisfying λ∗gρ = ρ for all g ∈ G,
corresponds to a G-invariant smooth measure on X and vice versa.

We construct now an U(n,F)-invariant strictly positive smooth measure
on the Grassmannian Grm(n,F). There are various ways to do this and they
are well known, at least in the case F = R. The path we are going take has
the advantage that it allows us to easily prove the invariance of the (dual)
affine quermassintegrals in Section 6.
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Let V be an n-dimensional vector space over F. The Grassmannian
Grm(V ) is the set m-dimensional linear subspaces in V . We write Grm(n,F)
for Grm(Fn). It is well-known that Grm(V ) is a smooth manifold and that
the general linear group GL(V ) acts smoothly and transitively on Grm(V ).
We will need a good description of the fibers of the density bundle. If V is
a vector space over F, we write Dens(V ) = Dens(VR) for the densities on V
viewed as a real vector space. If G acts on X and x ∈ X is a point, then
StabG(x) = {g ∈ G : g · x = x} denotes the stabilizer of x.

Proposition 2.10. For each E ∈ Grm(V ) there exists a StabGL(V )(E)-
equivariant isomorphism of real vector spaces

Dens(TE Grm(V )) ≃ Dens(V )⊗m ⊗Dens(E∗)⊗n.

The proof of Proposition 2.10 will be given below based on two lemmas.
Let us first record the following consequence.

Corollary 2.11. Up to a factor of proportionality, there exists a unique
U(n,F)-invariant smooth measure on Grm(n,F).

Proof. It is a well-known, simple fact that the G-invariant sections of a G-
equivariant vector bundle are in bijective correspondence with the StabG(p)-
invariant elements of the fiber over a point p.

Fix a subspace E ∈ Grm(n,F). By the above, the space of U(n,F)-
invariant smooth sections of the density bundle of Grm(n,F) is isomorphic
to the subspace of StabU(n,F)(E)-invariant elements of Dens(TE Grm(n,F)).
By Proposition 2.10 the action of StabU(n,F)(E) on the fiber is trivial.

Lemma 2.12. For each E ∈ Grk(V ) there exists an StabGL(V )(E)-equivariant
isomorphism of real vector spaces

TE Grk(V ) ≃ Hom(E,V/E).

Proof. It is well-known that for every G-homogeneous space X and every
p ∈ X there exists a StabG(p)-equivariant isomorphism TpX ≃ g/h, where
g is the Lie algebra of G and h is the Lie algebra of stabilizer.

In the situation of the lemma, g = Hom(V, V ) is the real vector space of
F-linear endomorphisms of V and

h = {f ∈ Hom(V, V ) : f(E) ⊆ E}.

Hence g/h ≃ Hom(E,V/E) as desired.

14



Lemma 2.13. Let V,W be vector spaces over F and let n = dimV and
m = dimW . Then there exists a GL(V )×GL(W )-equivariant isomorphism

Dens(Hom(V,W )) ≃ Dens(V ∗)⊗m ⊗Dens(W )⊗n.

Proof. Let ωV ∈ Dens(V ) and ωW ∗ ∈ Dens(W ∗) be positive densities. The
other two cases being parallel this one, let us consider only the case F = H.
Let v1, . . . , vn be a basis of V and let α1, . . . , αm be a basis of W ∗ such that

ωV (v1, v1 · i, v1 · j, v1 · k, . . . , vn, vn · i, vn · j, vn · k) = 1

and

ωW ∗(α1, α1 · i, α1 · j, α1 · k, . . . , αm, αm · i, αm · j, αm · k) = 1.

Define

M(ωV , ωW ∗) = {f ∈ Hom(V,W ) : max
i,j

|αi(f(vj))| ≤ 1}.

and θ(ωV , ωW ∗) ∈ Dens(Hom(V,W )) by stipulating θ(M) = 1. Note that by
Lemma 2.9 and Proposition 2.8 the definition of θ(ωV , ωW ∗) is independent
of the choice of bases of V and W ∗. Let

ωV ∗
⊗m ⊗ ωW

⊗n 7→ θ(ωV , ωW ∗),

where 〈ωV ∗ , ωV 〉 = 1 and 〈ωW ∗, ωW 〉 = 1, define an isomorphism between the
spaces of densities. Let (g, h) ∈ GL(V )×GL(W ) and η ∈ Dens(Hom(V,W )).
On the one hand, by Lemma 2.9,

(g, h) · η = |det g|4m|det h|−4nη.

On the other hand, by Proposition 2.8,

(g, h) · (ωV ∗
⊗m ⊗ ωW

⊗n) = (g · ωV ∗)⊗m ⊗ (h · ωW )⊗n

= |det g|4m|det h|−4n(ωV ∗
⊗m ⊗ ωW

⊗n).

Therefore the isomorphism is GL(V )×GL(W )-equivariant.

A theory of invariant measures can be developed in much greater gener-
ality. It will be convenient for us to employ a uniqueness result attributed
to H. Weyl. Let us recall from the treatise by Nachbin [35] the basic termi-
nology of the subject.
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Let X be homogeneous space under a locally compact group G. For
g ∈ G and every continuous function f ∈ C(X) define g · f(x) = f(g−1x).
A positive linear functional µ : Cc(X) → R is called a relatively invariant
positive integral with modulus ∆ : G→ R, if for every g ∈ G there exists a
number ∆(g) > 0 such that

µ(g · f) = ∆(g)µ(f),

for any g ∈ G and for any f ∈ Cc(X).
The following uniqueness result holds.

Theorem 2.14 ([35, Theorem 1 of Section 4, Chapter III]). Let X be a
homogeneous space under a locally compact group G. Then, up to a factor
of proportionality, there exists at most one non-trivial relatively invariant
positive integral with modulus ∆.

3 Characterization of complex and quaternionic ellipsoids

Let V be an n-dimensional inner product space over F. Let B(V ) = {v ∈
V : ‖v‖ = 1} denote the euclidean unit ball in V . Depending on the scalar
field F, we call E a real, complex, or quaternionic ellipsoid in V if E is the
image of the euclidean unit ball in V under an F-affine map f : V → V .

We will make use of the following useful characterization of complex
ellipsoids, which was established in [5].

Theorem 3.1 (Arocha–Bracho–Montejano). Let V be a finite-dimensional
complex vector space and K be a convex body in V . Then, K is a complex
ellipsoid if and only if for every complex affine line l of V the intersection
l ∩K is either empty, a point, or a euclidean disk.

Our goal is to extend the above characterization to the quaternionic case.
We call a hermitian matrix A ∈ Mat(n,H) positive definite if x∗Ax > 0 for
all non-zero x ∈ H

n.

Lemma 3.2. For E ⊆ F
n the following are equivalent:

(a) E is an ellipsoid with non-empty interior.

(b) There exist a ∈ F
n and a positive definite Hermitian matrix H such that

E = {x ∈ F
n : 〈x− a,H(x− a)〉 ≤ 1}.

If these properties are satisfied, then a and H are unique.
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Proof. That (a) implies (b) is straightforward. The reverse implication fol-
lows from the existence of a square root for positive semidefinite hermitian
matrices, which remains valid over the quaternions, see Corollary 6.2 and
Remark 6.1 in [42]. Uniqueness in the complex and quaternionic case follows
from the real case.

Theorem 3.3. Let V be a finite-dimensional quaternionic vector space and
let K be a convex body in V . Then, K is a quaternionic ellipsoid if and only
if for every quaternionic affine line L of V , L ∩K is either empty, a point,
or a 4-dimensional euclidean ball.

Proof. If K is a quaternionic ellipsoid, then it is straightforward to see that
the intersection of K with any quaternionic line is either empty, a point, or
a 4-dimensional euclidean ball.

Let us prove the reverse statement. Let us point out that with K also
every translate of K does satisfy the hypothesis. Choose a unit norm, purely
imaginary quaternion ξ ∈ H. Then ξ2 = −1 and J(v) = v · ξ defines a
complex structure on V . If v ∈ V is non-zero, then {v(a + ξb) : a, b ∈
R} is a complex line in (V, J) and every complex line in (V, J) is of this
form. Therefore each (affine) complex line l in (V, J) is contained an (affine)
quaternionic line L in V . Since L ∩ K is either empty, a point, or a 4-
dimensional euclidean ball, the intersection l ∩ K must be either empty, a
point, or a euclidean disc. Thus, by Theorem 3.1, K is a complex ellipsoid.
In particular, replacing K by a translate if necessary, there exists a self-
adjoint, positive definite R-linear endomorphism H of V such that

K = {v ∈ V : 〈v,Hv〉 ≤ 1}.
Repeating the above argument for each purely imaginary quaternion

ξ ∈ S3 ⊆ H shows in particular that K · w = K holds for every w ∈ S3.
Thus, by the uniqueness part of Lemma 3.2,

H(v · w) · w−1 = H(v)

holds for all v ∈ V and w ∈ S3. We conclude that H is quaternionic-linear
in addition to being real self-adjoint and positive definite. Together with
Lemma 3.2 this finishes the proof.

4 The Busemann random simplex inequality

For this section, F will denote C or H and p ∈ {2, 4} will denote the dimen-
sion of F over R. Let Φ : R+ → R be a fixed strictly increasing function.
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The first lemma concerns convex bodies in euclidean space R
n without

additional structure. In the special case m = 2 it follows from a result of
Pfiefer [37].

Lemma 4.1. Let K1, . . . ,Km be convex bodies in R
n. Set

M(K1, . . . ,Km) =

∫

x1∈K1

· · ·
∫

xn∈Km

Φ(‖x1 + · · · + xm‖)dx1 · · · dxm.

Then
M(K1, . . . ,Km) ≥M(B1, . . . , Bm), (12)

where Bi is the euclidean ball with center at the origin and volume equal to
the volume of Ki.

Moreover, if the convex bodies K1, . . . ,Km have non-empty interior, then
equality holds in (12) if and only if the Ki are euclidean balls and the centers
zi of these balls satisfy

z1 + · · ·+ zm = 0.

Proof. The proof is a modification of the argument in [24]. Without loss of
generality we can assume Φ(0) = 0. Moreover, it will be convenient for us
to assume that Φ is continuous at 0 and continuous from the left in (0,∞).
This does not add any restrictions to the problem, since changing the value
of Φ at countable many points will not affect the integrals involved in (12).

We first show that for every linear hyperplane H ⊆ R
n,

M(K1, . . . ,Km) ≥M(SH K1, . . . ,SH Km). (13)

Let PH denote the orthogonal projection onto H and let u be a unit vector
perpendicular toH. For each point y ∈ PH(Ki) there are numbers ai = ai(y)
and wi = wi(y) ≥ 0 such that

Ki ∩ (y +H⊥) = {y + tu : t ∈ ai + [−wi, wi]}.

We may clearly assume that u = en = (0, . . . , 0, 1). Set P := PH(K1)×· · ·×
PH(Km). For Y = (y1, . . . , ym) ∈ P and s ≥ 0, define

v(Y ) = (a1(y1), . . . , am(ym)) ∈ R
m,

E(Y ) = [−w1(y1), w1(y1)]× · · · × [−wm(ym), wm(ym)] ⊆ R
m,

F (Y, s) = {z = (z1, . . . , zm) ∈ R
m : Φ(‖(y1, z1) + · · ·+ (ym, zm)‖) ≤ s}.

Let 0 ≤ s < supΦ(R+). Notice that due to the assumption on Φ, F (Y, s) is
the closed symmetric strip

{z ∈ R
m : |〈z, (1, 1, . . . , 1)〉| ≤ (Φ−1(s∗)2 − ‖y1 + · · · + ym‖2)1/2},
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where s∗ := sup{s′ ≤ s : s′ ∈ Φ(R+)}. Observe also that, due to the
fact that Φ is continuous from the left, s∗ ∈ Φ(R+). Moreover, s∗ = s, if
s ∈ Φ(R+). Finally, if s ≥ supΦ(R+), then F (Y, s) = R

m.
Set K0

i := SHKi and K1
i := Ki, i = 1, . . . ,m and let ε ∈ {0, 1}. By

Fubini’s theorem and the layer cake representation we have

M(Kε
1 , . . . ,K

ε
m) =

∫

P

∫

E(Y )
Φ(‖(y1, z1) + · · ·+ (ym, zm)‖dzdY

=

∫

P

∫ ∞

0
|(E(Y ) + εv(Y )) \ F (Y, s)|dsdY

=

∫

P

∫ ∞

0
(|E(Y )| − |(E(Y ) + εv(Y )) ∩ F (Y, s)|dsdY.

Thus, in order to establish (12), it suffices to prove that for Y ∈ P and
s ≥ 0, it holds

|(E(Y ) + v(Y )) ∩ F (Y, s)| ≤ |E(Y ) ∩ F (Y, s)|. (14)

Due to the convexity of E(Y ) and F (Y, s), it holds

E(Y )∩F (Y, s) ⊇ 1

2
[(E(Y ) + v(Y ))∩F (Y, s)] + 1

2
[(E(Y )− v(Y ))∩F (Y, s)],

while the symmetry of E(Y ) and F (Y, s) yields |(E(Y )+ v(Y ))∩F (Y, s)| =
|(E(Y )−v(Y ))∩F (Y, s)|. Equation (14) follows immediately by the previous
observations and the Brunn-Minkowski inequality.

This finishes the proof of (13) and successive Steiner symmetrizations
imply inequality (12).

Next, assume that equality holds in (12). Then, equality must hold in
(13) and therefore equality holds in (14), for almost every (Y, s) ∈ P×[0,∞).
We argue that equality holds in (14) for every choice of Y ∈ P and s ∈
Φ(R+). To this end, first notice that if for some s ≥ 0 equality holds in (14)
for almost every Y ∈ P , then a continuity argument shows that equality
must hold for every Y ∈ P . Set D ⊆ R+ to be the set of all s ≥ 0, such that
equality holds in (14) for the pair (Y, s), for all Y ∈ P . Then, as R+ \D has
measure zero, for a fixed s ∈ Φ(R+), there is a sequence {sj} from D, such
that sj ց s. It is clear that for all j it holds s ≤ s∗j ≤ sj, hence s

∗
j → s.

Recall that the function Φ−1 : Φ(R+) → R is continuous. Since s∗j ∈ Φ(R+),

we conclude that Φ−1(s∗j) → Φ−1(s). Thus for ε ∈ {0, 1} and for all Y ∈ P ,
we have

|(E(Y ) + εv(Y )) ∩ F (Y, sj)| = |(E(Y ) + εv(Y )) ∩ F (Y, s∗j )|
→ |(E(Y ) + εv(Y )) ∩ F (Y, s)|

19



and our claim follows.
For an arbitrary Y = (y1, . . . , ym) ∈ intP , set

s := Φ(‖(y1, w1(y1)) + · · ·+ (ym, wm(ym))‖) ∈ Φ(R+).

Then, F (Y, s) contains E(Y ) and at the same time its boundary touches the
boundary of E(Y ). Due to equality in (14), F (Y, s) also contains E(Y ) +
v(Y ). Evidently, this can only happen if 〈v(Y ), (1, 1, . . . , 1)〉 = 0.

Thus, we have shown that equality in (13) implies

a1(y1) + · · ·+ am(ym) = 0, (15)

for each interior point yi ∈ PHKi. This shows that each ai is a constant
function of yi ∈ PHKi. Geometrically this means that Ki is symmetric with
respect to a hyperplane parallel to H = e⊥n . Since this is true for all linear
hyperplanes H, it follows from Lemma 2.2 that Ki is a euclidean ball. Let
zi denote the center of the ball Ki. By considering coordinate hyperplanes
H in equation (15), one obtains z1 + · · ·+ zm = 0.

An immediate consequence of Lemma 4.1 is the following.

Lemma 4.2. Let K1, . . . ,Km be convex bodies in F and λ = (λ1, . . . , λm) ∈
F
m. Let Mλ(K1, . . . ,Km) denote the integral

∫

x1∈K1

· · ·
∫

xm∈Km

Φ(|x1 · λ1 + · · ·+ xm · λm|)dx1 . . . dxm.

Then
Mλ(K1, . . . ,Km) ≥Mλ(B1, . . . , Bm), (16)

where Bi is the euclidean ball with center at the origin and volume equal to
the volume of Ki.

Let J = {j : λj 6= 0}. If the convex bodies K1, . . . ,Km have non-empty
interior and equality holds in (16), then Kj is for each j ∈ J a euclidean
ball and the centers zj of these balls satisfy

∑

j∈J

zj · λj = 0.

Proof. Notice that (16) holds trivially as equality if λ1 = · · · = λm = 0,
hence we may assume that not all λi are equal to 0. Suppose that λ1, . . . , λl
are all non-zero and while λl+1 = · · · = λm = 0. Then Lemma 4.1 yields

Mλ(K1, . . . ,Km) = |λ1 · · ·λl|−p|Kl+1| · · · |Km|M(K1 · λ1, . . . ,Kl · λl)
≥ |λ1 · · ·λl|−p|Kl+1| · · · |Km|M(|λ1|B1, . . . , |λl|Bl)

=Mλ(B1, . . . , Bm).

(17)
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If equality holds in (16), then equality must hold in (17). Lemma 4.1
applied to K1 · λ1, . . . ,Kl · λl implies the equality conditions.

The following key proposition establishes the monotonicity of B under
symmetrization with respect to complex or quaternionic linear hyperplanes.

Proposition 4.3. Let H ⊆ F
n be a complex or quaternionic linear hyper-

plane and let K be a convex body in F
n. Then

B(K1, . . . ,Kn) ≥ B(SH K1, . . . ,SH Kn). (18)

Moreover, if the bodies K1, . . . ,Kn have non-empty interior and equality
holds in (18), then for any (y1, . . . , yn) belonging to a certain dense open
subset of PHK1 × · · · × PHKn, the intersections Ki ∩ (yi +H⊥)− yi ⊆ H⊥

are euclidean balls with centers zi satisfying

z1 · λ1 + · · ·+ zn · λn = 0

for certain non-zero scalars λ1, . . . , λn ∈ F that depend as in Proposition 2.4
only on the (n− 1) × n-matrix with columns the coordinates of (y1, . . . , yn)
with respect to some orthonormal basis.

Proof. Choose coordinates so that H = {z ∈ F
n : z1 = 0}. For a point

x ∈ F
n, we write x = (a, y), where a ∈ H⊥ = F and y ∈ H = F

n−1. Put

Ki(y) = {a ∈ F : (a, y) ∈ Ki ∩ (y +H⊥)}.

Notice that for any y1, . . . , yn ∈ H there exist by Proposition 2.4 scalars
λ1, . . . , λn ∈ F depending only on y1, . . . , yn such that
∫

a1∈K1(y1)
· · ·
∫

an∈Kn(yn)
Φ(|det((an, yn), . . . , (an, yn))|) da1 · · · dan

=Mλ(K1(y1), . . . ,Kn(yn))

(19)

More precisely, the scalars λi satisfy |λi| = |detA(1, i)|, where A denotes
the matrix with columns (ai, yi). The identity (19) shows in particular that
the function

(y1, . . . , yn) 7→Mλ(K1(y1), . . . ,Kn(yn))

is in fact continuous in the interior of PHK1 × · · · × PHKn.
By Fubini’s Theorem, one has

B(K1, . . . ,Kn) =

∫

yn∈PHKn

· · ·
∫

y1∈PHK1

Mλ(K1(y1), . . . ,Kn(yn))dy1 · · · dyn
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Lemma 4.2 shows

Mλ(K1(y1), . . . ,Kn(yn)) ≥Mλ(B1(y1), . . . , Bn(yn)), (20)

where Bi(yi) denotes the euclidean ball in H⊥ with center at the origin
and volume equal the volume of Ki(yi). From (20) one immediately obtains
inequality (18).

Assume now that equality holds in (18). Then equality must hold in (20),
for almost every (y1, . . . , yn) ∈ PHK1 × · · ·×PHKn. By continuity, equality
holds in (20) for all (y1, . . . , yn) in the interior of PHK1 × · · · ×PHKn. The
subset of those A ∈ Mat((n−1)×n) such that at least one (n−1)× (n−1)-
submatrix is singular is by Proposition 2.8 a real algebraic set. Thus there
is an open dense subset of PHK1×· · ·×PHKn such that all (n−1)×(n−1)-
submatrices of the (n− 1)× n matrix formed by the columns y1, . . . , yn are
non-singular. By Proposition 2.4 this implies that the scalars λ1, . . . , λn are
all non-zero. Thus by Lemma 4.2, each Ki(yi) ⊆ F has to be a euclidean ball
and the centers of these balls have to satisfy z1 · λ1 + · · · + zn · λn = 0.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Choose a finite collection of (complex or quaternionic)
linear hyperplanes of Fn satisfying the hypothesis of Theorem 2.1. For ex-
ample, the coordinate hyperplanes plus one additional hyperplane will do.
Thus we obtain a sequence of symmetrizations such that SHm ◦ · · · ◦ SH1Ki

converges for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n} to a euclidean ball centered at the origin.
Since by Proposition 4.3 these symmetrizations do not increase B, it follows
easily that (1) holds.

We are left with investigating when equality occurs in (1). LetK1, . . . ,Kn

be convex bodies with non-empty interior satisfying B(K1, . . . ,Kn) = B(B1, . . . , Bn).
Then due to the minimality of B(K1, . . . ,Kn) and by (18), for any linear hy-
perplane H, equality holds in (18). Thus, by Proposition 4.3 combined with
an approximation argument, the intersection of Ki with any affine (complex
or quaternionic) line is either empty, a point or a euclidean ball. This, to-
gether with Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.3, yields that each Ki must be a
complex or quaternionic ellipsoid.

To finish the proof of Theorem 1.1, it remains to show that the ellipsoids
K1, . . . ,Kn are homothetic and centered at the origin. By choosing the
coordinate system appropriately, we may assume that K1 is the translate of
a euclidean ball, sayK1 = B+z. LetH be a linear hyperplane perpendicular
to z. Then K1(y) is for every y ∈ PHK1 a euclidean ball with center z. By
the minimality of the Ki, equality holds in (18). By Proposition 4.3, the
centers of the balls Ki(yi) satisfy

z1 · λ1 = −z2 · λ2 − · · · − zn · λn
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for (y1, . . . , yn) belonging to a certain open dense subset. For fixed y2, . . . , yn,
Lemma 2.5 shows that λ1 can be chosen independently of y1, while λj , j ≥ 2,
can be chosen so that there is a non-zero element µ−1 ∈ F such that the
λj · µ−1, j ≥ 2, are linearly independent linear functions of y1 ∈ F

n−1.
First, since z1 = z is constant, this implies z1 · λ1 = 0 and hence z1 = 0.
Consequently, the linear independence implies z2 = · · · = zn = 0. Since this
holds for all H, we conclude using Lemma 2.2 that the Ki are euclidean
balls centered at the origin. In other words, the proof of Theorem 1.1 is
complete.

For later purposes let us compute the value of B on euclidean balls for
specific weight functions Φ.

Lemma 4.4. Let Φ(t) = tr, r ≥ 1, and let Bnp ⊆ F
n be the euclidean unit

ball. Then

B(Bnp, . . . , Bnp) =

∫

Bnp

· · ·
∫

Bnp

|det(x1, . . . , xn)|rdx1 · · · dxn

= (κnp+r)
n
n−1∏

j=0

ω(n−j)p

ω(n−j)p+r

Proof. Put

In =

∫

Fn

· · ·
∫

Fn

|det(x1, . . . , xn)|re−
∑n

i=1 |xi|2dx1 · · · dxn.

Observe that
I1 =

ωp

ωp+r
π

p+r
2 .

By Fubini’s theorem

In =

∫

Fn

|xn|re−|xn|2

(∫

(Fn)n−1

|detx⊥
n
(Px⊥

n
x1, · · · , Px⊥

n
xn−1)e

−
∑n−1

i=1 |xi|
2
dx1 · · · dxn−1

)
dxn

=
ωnp

ωnp+r
π

np+r
2

+ p(n−1)
2 · In−1

=
ωnp

ωnp+r
π

r−p
2

+np · In−1

and hence

In = π
n(np+r)

2

n−1∏

j=0

ω(n−j)p

ω(n−j)p+r
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On the other hand,

In = 2−nΓ(
np+ r

2
)n
∫

Snp−1

· · ·
∫

Snp−1

|det(u1, . . . , un)|rdu1 · · · dun

= Γ(
np+ r

2
+ 1)n

∫

Bnp

· · ·
∫

Bnp

|det(x1, . . . , xn)|rdx1 · · · dxn

=
π

n(np+r)
2

(κnp+r)n

∫

Bnp

· · ·
∫

Bnp

|det(x1, . . . , xn)|rdx1 · · · dxn.

5 The linear Blaschke–Petkantchin formula

Let V be an n-dimensional inner product space over F. Let m ≤ n be an
integer. Suppose that (v1, . . . , vm) is a tuple of vectors from V . Choose
an m-dimensional linear subspace E containing the vectors v1, . . . , vm. We
define

|det(v1, . . . , vm)| = |det f |,
where f : E → E is the linear map defined by f(ei) = vi where e1, . . . , em is
an orthonormal basis of E. Note that if the vectors v1, . . . , vm are linearly
independent, then E is unique; if they are linearly dependent, then any
choice of E will give det f = 0. Moreover, since unitary transformations sat-
isfy |det f | = 1, the definition does not depend on the choice of orthonormal
basis of E.

The general linear group GL(m,F) acts on the set m-tuples of vectors
from E from the right by

(v1, . . . , vm)A = (
m∑

r=1

vrAr1, . . . ,
m∑

r=1

vrArm).

Lemma 5.1. For A ∈ GL(m,F) one has

|det((v1, . . . , vm)A)| = |detA||det(v1, . . . , vm)|.

Proof. Fix an orthonormal basis e1, . . . , em of a subspace E containing the
vectors v1, . . . , vm. If Q ∈ Mat(m,F) denotes the matrix with coefficients
Qij = 〈ei, vj〉, then |det(v1, . . . , vm)| = |detQ|. Thus

|det((v1, . . . , vm)A)| = |det(QA)| = |detA||det(v1, . . . , vm)|,

as claimed.
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Theorem 5.2. Let m ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1} and let p ∈ {1, 2, 4} denote the
dimension of F over R. For any Borel measurable function f : (Fn)m →
[0,∞)

∫

Fn

· · ·
∫

Fn

f(x1, . . . , xm)dx1 . . . dxm

= cm,n

∫

Grm(n,F)

∫

E
· · ·
∫

E
f(x1, . . . , xm)|det(x1, . . . , xm)|(n−m)pdx1 . . . dxmdE,

where

cm,n =

m−1∏

j=0

ω(n−j)p

ω(m−j)p

Proof. The proof follows closely the proof of the Blaschke–Petkantchin for-
mula in the real setting, see [40, Abschnitt 7.3]. Set G = U(n,F)×GL(m,F)
and X to be the set of all linearly independent m-tuples from F

n. Define
the action

G×X ∋ ((U,A), (x1, . . . , xm)) 7→ U(x1, . . . , xm)A−1.

It is clear that G acts transitively on X.
Observe that the complement of X is contained in the vanishing set of

all m × m minors of the matrix with columns (x1, . . . , xm). In particular,
the complement of X has zero Lebesgue measure. Let I1, I2 : Cc(X) → R

be the functionals defined by

I1(f) =

∫

Fn

· · ·
∫

Fn

f(x1, . . . , xm)dx1 . . . dxm

and

I2(f) =

∫

Grm(n,F)

∫

E
· · ·
∫

E
f(x1, . . . , xm)|det(x1, . . . , xm)|(n−m)pdx1 . . . dxmdE.

Fix (U,A) ∈ G and f ∈ Cc(X). Using Proposition 2.8 and Lemma 2.9,
we compute

I1((U,A) · f) =

∫

Fn

· · ·
∫

Fn

f(U−1(x1, . . . , xm)A)dx1 . . . dxm

=

∫

Fn

· · ·
∫

Fn

f((x1, . . . , xm)A)dx1 . . . dxm

= |detA|−np I1(f).
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On the other hand, notice that

|det(U−1x1, . . . , U
−1xm)| = |det(x1, . . . , xm)|

for U ∈ U(n,F). Using Lemma 5.1 and Lemma 2.9, we obtain

I2((U,A) · f)

=

∫

Grm(n,F)

∫

E
· · ·
∫

E
f((U−1x1, . . . , U

−1xm)A)|det(U−1x1, . . . , U
−1xm)|(n−m)pdx1 . . . dxmdE

=

∫

Grm(n,F)

∫

E
· · ·
∫

E
f((x1, . . . , xm)A)|det(x1, . . . , xm)|(n−m)pdx1 . . . dxmdE

= |detA|−(n−m)p

∫

Grm(n,F)

∫

E
· · ·
∫

E
f((x1, . . . , xm)A)|det((x1, . . . , xm)A)|(n−m)pdx1 . . . dxmdE

= |detA|−np

∫

Grm(n,F)

∫

E
· · ·
∫

E
f(x1, . . . , xm)|det(x1, . . . , xm)|(n−m)pdx1 . . . dxmdE

We conclude that I1 and I2 are relatively invariant positive integrals with
the same modulus. Theorem 2.14 implies that I1 and I2 are proportional.

To determine the factor of proportionality, we choose f to be the indica-
tor function of the product of the euclidean unit balls Bnp × · · · ×Bnp and
use Lemma 4.4.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Applying the Blaschke–Petkantchin formula to the
function f(x1, . . . , xm) = 1K1×···×Km(x1, . . . , xm) yields

|K1| · · · |Km| = cm,n

∫

Grm(n,F)
B(K1 ∩E, · · · ,Km ∩ E)dE

for Φ(x) = x(n−m)p. Since Φ is homogeneous, the Busemann random simplex
inequality (Theorem 1.1) and Lemma 4.4 imply

B(K1 ∩ E, · · · ,Km ∩ E) ≥ bm,n|K1 ∩ E|n/m · · · |Km ∩ E|n/m (21)

with the constant

bm,n =
(κnp)

m

(κmp)n

m−1∏

j=0

ω(m−j)p

ω(n−j)p
.

This yields the desired inequality.
If equality holds in (3), then equality holds in (21) for all E ∈ Grm(n,F).

If m = 1, then the intersection of K1 with each line E is a centered euclidean
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ball. In other words, K1 is invariant under multiplication by scalars of abso-
lute value 1. If m ≥ 2, then the bodies K1 ∩E, . . . ,Km ∩E are homothetic
ellipsoid centered at the origin. Since every real 2-dimensional linear sub-
space is contained in some subspace E, this implies first that the bodies Ki

are ellipsoids centered at the origin. As in real case one concludes that these
ellipsoids must be homothetic.

6 Affine quermassintegrals

In the real case, the results of this section were established by Grinberg [22]
using the theory of invariant integration on locally compact groups. More-
over, it is mentioned on page 79 of [22] that a routine modification of this
argument yields the complex case. Here we reprove the invariance of the
affine quermassintegrals using the description of the density line bundle of
the Grassmannian stated in Proposition 2.10. Our proof works simultane-
ously for reals, the complex numbers, and the quaternions.

Throughout this section, let p ∈ {1, 2, 4} denote the dimension of F

over R. For every convex body K in F
n with non-empty interior and

m ∈ {1, . . . , n} we define the (real, complex, quaternionic) m-th affine quer-
massintegral of K as

ΦF
m(K) =

∫

Grm(n,F)
|PEK|−ndE.

Here PE : Fn → E denotes the orthogonal projection and |PEK| denotes the
(euclidean) volume of PEK in E.

Replacing projections by intersections, we define the (real, complex,
quaternionic) m-th dual affine quermassintegral of K as

Φ̃F
m(K) =

∫

Grm(n,F)
|K ∩E|ndE.

where |K ∩ E| denotes the (euclidean) volume of K ∩ E in E.

Theorem 6.1. Let m ∈ {1, . . . , n}. For every convex body K in F
n with

non-empty interior and every g ∈ SL(n,F) it holds

ΦF
m(gK) = ΦF

m(K) and Φ̃F
m(gK) = Φ̃F

m(K).

We remark that Φ̃F
m(K) is defined and invariant under SL(n,F) maps

even if K is assumed to be only compact.
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Proof of Theorem 6.1. Let us first treat the case of the dual affine quer-
massintegral, since it is slightly easier. Let τ̃m denote the line bundle over
Grm(n,F) with fiber

τ̃m|E = Dens(TE Grm(n,F))⊗Dens(E)⊗n

over E. By Proposition 2.10, there is a StabGL(n,F)(E)-equivariant isomor-
phism

τ̃m|E ≃ Dens(V )⊗m.

Thus the action of StabSL(n,F)(E) on the fiber τ̃m|E is trivial and hence
there exists a non-trivial SL(n,F)-invariant section σ̃m of τ̃m. Since σ̃m is in
particular U(n,F)-invariant, we may assume that

σ̃m = ρm ⊗ (volE)
⊗n (22)

where ρm is the U(n,F)-invariant probability density on the Grassmannian
and volE is the euclidean volume on E.

Observe that (22) can be paired with any section κ̃ of the bundle over
Grm(n,F) with fiber Dens(E∗)⊗n and integrated over Grm(n,F). One such
section is κ̃(K)E = (K ∩ E)⊗n, which yields the identity

∫

Grm(n,F)
〈σ̃m, κ̃(K)〉 = Φ̃F

m(K).

Since all bundles are equivariant, κ̃(gK) = g · κ̃(K), g · σ̃m = σ̃m, and the
pairing is compatible with the group action, the invariance of Φ̃m follows.

The case of the affine quermassintegral is parallel to the former. Let τm
denote the line bundle over Grn−m(n,F) with fiber

τm|F = Dens(TF Grn−m(n,F))⊗Dens((V/F )∗)⊗n

over F . As before we obtain that the section

σm = ρn−m ⊗ (vol∗V/F )
⊗n (23)

where ρn−m is the U(n,F)-invariant probability density on the Grassman-
nian and volV/F is the euclidean volume on V/F ≃ F⊥, is SL(n,F)-invariant.

Observe that (23) can be paired with any section κ of the bundle over
Grn−m(n,F) with fiber Dens(V/F )⊗n and integrated over Grn−m(n,F). One
such section is κ(K)F = ( 1

volV/F (PV/FK) volV/F )
⊗n. Thus

∫

Grn−m(n,F)
〈σm, κ(K)〉 =

∫

Grn−m(n,F)
|PF⊥K|−ndF = ΦF

m(K).

As before, the invariance of Φm follows.
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We close this section with a proof of Conjecture 1.4 in one specific case.

Proposition 6.2. Let K be a convex body in F
n with non-empty interior.

If K is invariant under multiplication by scalars of unit length, then

|K|−1 ≥ (κp)
n

κnp

∫

Gr1(n,F)
|PEK|−ndE

with equality if and only if K is a (real, complex, or quaternionic) ellipsoid.

Proof. If E is a line through the origin in Fn and K is invariant under
multiplication by scalars of unit length, then PEK is a euclidean ball of
radius hK(u), where u is any vector in E of unit length. Hence

(κp)
n

∫

Gr1(n,F)
|PEK|−ndE =

1

ωnp

∫

Snp−1

hK(u)−npdu

=
1

npκnp

∫

Snp−1

ρK∗(u)npdu

=
1

κnp
|K∗|,

where ρK denotes the radial function of K and K∗ is the polar body of
K. An application of the Blaschke–Santaló inequality yields the desired
inequality.
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[30] C.-Y. Lin and C.-F. Yu, Dieudonné’s determinants and structure of general linear

groups over division rings revisited, Bull. Inst. Math. Acad. Sin. (N.S.) 16 (2021), no.
1, 21–47.

30



[31] E. Lutwak, A general isepiphanic inequality, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 90 (1984), no.
3, 415–421.

[32] , Intersection bodies and dual mixed volumes, Adv. in Math. 71 (1988), no. 2,
232–261.

[33] E. Lutwak and G. Zhang, Blaschke-Santaló inequalities, J. Differential Geom. 47
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