arXiv:2110.02841v2 [math.CA] 29 Nov 2024

REGULARIZED BRASCAMP–LIEB INEQUALITIES

NEAL BEZ AND SHOHEI NAKAMURA

Abstract. Given any (forward) Brascamp–Lieb inequality on euclidean space, a famous theorem of Lieb guarantees that gaussian near-maximizers always exist. Recently, Barthe and Wolff used mass transportation techniques to establish a counterpart to Lieb’s theorem for all non-degenerate cases of the inverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality. Here we build on work of Chen–Dafnis–Paouris and employ heat-flow techniques to understand the inverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality for certain regularized input functions, in particular extending the Barthe–Wolff theorem to such a setting. Inspiration arose from work of Bennett, Carbery, Christ and Tao for the forward inequality, and we recover their generalized Lieb’s theorem using a clever limiting argument of Wolff. In fact, we use Wolff’s idea to deduce regularized inequalites in the broader framework of the forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality, in particular allowing us to recover the gaussian saturation property in this framework first obtained by Courtade, Cuff, Liu and Verdú.

1. Introduction

The main subject of this paper is the inverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality

(1.1) ∫ R^n e^{−π⟨x,Qx⟩} m∏ j=1 f_j (B_j x)^{cj} dx ≥ C m∏ j=1 ( ∫ R^{nj} f_j )_{cj}

associated with a self-adjoint linear transformation Q : R^n → R^n , and families of linear transformations B_j : R^n → R^{nj} and exponents c_j ∈ R. Largely thanks to recent work of Barthe–Wolff [14, 15] and Chen–Dafnis–Paouris [35], much is known about inverse Brascamp–Lieb inequalities for general input functions f_j . For example, gaussian nearminimizers always exist for (1.1) in all non-degenerate situations; this was established in full generality in [15] (using mass transportation) and in certain special cases in [35] (using heat flow in the spirit of the work of Carlen–Lieb–Loss [34] and Bennett–Carbery– Christ–Tao [22] on the forward Brascamp–Lieb inequality). Such a result is a counterpart to Lieb’s famous theorem for the forward version of (1.1). In the present work, we investigate what happens when the input functions f_j are “regularized” in the sense that they coincide with the evolution of positive finite Borel measures under certain heat

Date: December 12, 2024.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 42B37 (primary); 44A12, 52A40 (secondary). Key words and phrases. Brascamp–Lieb inequality, heat-flow.

This work was supported by JSPS Kakenhi grant numbers 18KK0073, 19H00644, 19H01796 and 23H01080 (Bez), and Grant-in-Aid for JSPS Research Fellow no. 17J01766 and JSPS Kakenhi grant numbers 19K03546, 19H01796 and 21K13806 (Nakamura). 1

equations, and our main result is a regularized version of the aforementioned theorem of Barthe and Wolff.

Our motivation to pursue this project arose from several directions. Firstly, a regularized version of the forward Brascamp–Lieb inequality was considered by Bennett–Carbery– Christ–Tao in [22] and, in particular, they were able to provide a completely new proof of Lieb’s theorem based on heat flow (see the forthcoming Theorem 2.3 for a version which incorporates a gaussian kernel). This approach to Lieb’s theorem was an important source of inspiration to us and we shall see that our analysis of (1.1) for regularized inputs will naturally yield the inverse version of Lieb’s theorem in full generality. In this sense, we follow Chen–Dafnis–Paouris [35] by adopting heat-flow techniques for the inverse inequality, extend their gaussian saturation result to full generality, and thus rederive the gaussian saturation result of Barthe–Wolff [15] by heat-flow regularization. The special case considered in [35] is a certain “geometric” version of the inverse Brascamp– Lieb inequality (see Section 3 for further details) and the extension to the general case is far from straightforward.

More broadly speaking, the act of regularizing an inequality by restricting the input functions to a smaller subclass of sufficiently well-behaved functions is natural and ubiquitous. One potential benefit of doing so is to raise of possibility of establishing the existence of extremizers for the inequality amongst the restricted subclass, and in doing so may open up a fruitful approach to analyze the general form of the inequality. As we shall see more precisely later, this is the philosophy behind the aforementioned heat-flow proof of Lieb’s theorem in [22], where general input functions are treated as limits of solutions to heat equations at time zero.

Another virtue of restricting the inputs to regularized functions is that one may obtain an improved form of the inequality. Such a perspective is often taken up in fields such as convex geometry, differential geometry, probability and information theory, in which case the regularization is often described in terms of semi/uniform log-concavity and log-convexity. For example, a famous conjecture of Talagrand predicts that Markov’s inequality can be improved if one restricts to regularized functions; see, for example, [41]. This conjecture was originally stated for the discrete cube and as far as we are aware it is still an open problem in that form, but its analogue for gaussian space has been affirmatively solved by Eldan–Lee [41].

In differential geometry, one can use functional inequalities involving entropy in order to describe the curvature of a Riemannian manifold; this is based on fundamental work of Bakry–Emery and we refer the reader to the book by Bakry–Gentil–Ledoux [4] for more details. One example of such an inequality is the (local) log-Sobolev inequality on a weighted Riemannian manifold [4, Theorem 5.5.2]. More recently, several papers have highlighted the importance of improving the log-Sobolev inequality by restricting inputs to regularized functions, which can be regarded as a certain “curvature improvement”. As far as we are aware, the first example of this kind can be found in the work of Fathi–Indrei–Ledoux [45] where they improved the best constant for the log-Sobolev inequality under regularization in terms of the Poincaré constant. Along this line, very recently Aishwarya–Rotem [1] established an improvement of the convexity of entropy under regularization in terms of uniform log-concavity, and related work can also be found in Eldan–Lehec–Shenfeld [42] and Bez–Nakamura–Tsuji [24]. Another important entropic inequality in information theory is the Shannon–Stam inequality, which is a special case of the entropic Brascamp–Lieb inequality (see Carlen–Lieb–Loss [34] and Carlen–Cordero- Erausquin [33]). Inspired by important work of Ball–Barthe–Naor [7] and Ball–Nguyen [8] on entropy jump inequalities, the stability problem for the Shannon–Stam inequality has recently attracted attention. In this direction, the regularized framework has played a role; for instance, Courtade–Fathi–Pananjady [38] and Eldan–Mikulincer [43] established stability estimates for the Shannon–Stam inequality for uniformly log-concave random variables.

In convex geometry, regularization appears in terms of the convexity of the boundary of a convex body. We mention the work of Schmuckenschläger [67] (see also Klartag–Milman [55]) where regularized convex bodies (2-uniformly convex bodies) were investigated and, in particular, Bourgain’s celebrated hyperplane conjecture for such convex bodies was established. Furthermore, the second author, together with Tsuji, pointed out a close link between the Brascamp–Lieb inequality and the volume product of a convex body [64, 65]. In particular, they developed ideas which arose out of consideration of the regularized Brascamp–Lieb inequality, and succeeded in confirming Mahler’s conjecture for certain regularized convex bodies (see [64]).

Finally we mention that a regularized version of the forward Brascamp–Lieb inequality of a different (rougher) nature has recently been obtained by Maldague [63] (see also Zorin- Kranich [71]), and has found applications to multilinear Kakeya-type inequalities and decoupling theory for the Fourier transform in work of Guo–Oh–Zhang–Zorin-Kranich [51]. The regularization in [63] has a rough cut-off instead of a gaussian weight factor and the input functions f_j are constant on cubes in the unit cube lattice.

Before presenting our main results in Section 2, to help set the scene we give an introduction and some background regarding Brascamp–Lieb inequalities. In line with the historical development of the subject, we begin with the forward Brascamp–Lieb inequality. After this, we discuss recent developments regarding the inverse inequality (1.1). Finally, we introduce the so-called forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality which originated in Liu–Courtade–Cuff–Verdú [62] and whose theory was significantly developed in Courtade–Liu [39]. The forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb framework encompasses both the forward and inverse Brascamp–Lieb inequalities as well as the reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality due to Barthe [9, 10]. However, it is in fact the case that the gaussian saturation property for the inverse inequality (1.1) implies the gaussian saturation property for the forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality. This follows from a clever argument of Wolff (e.g. see [39, Section 4]), and we shall make use of Wolff’s idea to deduce regularized forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequalities from our main result for regularized inverse Brascamp–Lieb inequalities (thus, for example, recovering regularized forward Brascamp–Lieb inequalities due to Bennett–Carbery–Christ–Tao [22]).

1.1. The forward Brascamp–Lieb inequality. Inequalities of the form

(1.2) ∫ R^n m∏ j=1 f_j (B_j x)^{cj} dx ≤ C m∏ j=1 ( ∫ R^{nj} f_j )_{cj}

for integrable functions f_j : R^{nj} → R_+ are widely known as Brascamp–Lieb inequalities^1. Here, the linear transformations B_j : R^n → R^{nj} and positive exponents c_j are given, and the pair (B, c) is referred to as a Brascamp–Lieb datum, where B = (B_j )^m_{j=1} and c = (c_j )^m_{j=1}. The best (i.e. smallest) constant C is called the Brascamp–Lieb constant and is defined by F(B, c) = sup_f BL(B, c; f) ∈ (0, ∞]

where

BL(B, c; f) = ∫ R^n ∏_m j=1 f_j (B_j x)^{cj} dx ∏_m j=1( ∫ R^{nj} fj ) c_j is the Brascamp–Lieb functional, and the supremum is taken over measurable f_j : R^{nj} → R_+ such that ∫ R^{nj} fj ∈ (0, ∞). The multilinear Hölder, Loomis–Whitney and Young convolution inequalities are standard examples of Brascamp–Lieb inequalities. From a historical perspective, the pursuit of the best constant for the Young convolution inequality was influential in the emergence of the Brascamp–Lieb inequality. Indeed, Beckner [16] and Brascamp–Lieb [32] independently identified that the best constant in non-boundary cases of the Young convolution inequality is attained (essentially uniquely so – see [32]) on certain isotropic centred gaussians, and the systematic study of the more general inequality (1.2) traces back to [32]. With the main focus of the current paper in mind, we also remark that Brascamp and Lieb in [32] considered the inverse form of the Young convolution inequality in which the direction of the inequality is reversed (and negative exponents c_j are admissible). They were able to obtain the best (i.e. largest) constant, a characterization of maximizers and, as a delightful application, were able to re-derive the Prékopa–Leindler inequality via a clever limiting argument.

Nowadays the theory of the Brascamp–Lieb inequality is well developed and finds applications across a vastly diverse range of fields. As but one example, we mention again the close link to multilinear Kakeya-type inequalities and decoupling theory for the Fourier transform, both of which have found staggering applications in the last 15 years to problems in harmonic analysis, geometric analysis, dispersive PDE, and number theory; see, for example [29, 30, 31, 52, 53]. Whilst it feels somewhat discourteous not to include details of other kinds of applications of the Brascamp–Lieb inequality (and its variants), there are a number of papers which already contain thorough discussions of this nature and we encourage the reader to try [19, 20, 40, 48, 70].

Unlike (non-boundary cases of) the Young convolution inequality, the classes of maximizers for the multilinear Hölder and Loomis–Whitney inequalities are of a wider nature. Nevertheless, it is the case that isotropic centred gaussians are amongst the maximizers for each of these inequalities and this naturally raises the question of whether this is a

1We often add the term “forward” to clarify that we are referring to (1.2) rather than (1.1).

general phenomenon for (1.2). Remarkably, Lieb [61] established that centred gaussian near maximizers always exist for (1.2). We state this result next, along with a “localized” version incorporating a centred gaussian weight factor. For this, we introduce a little more notation.

We extend the notion of Brascamp–Lieb datum to the triple (B, c, Q), where Q : R^n → R^n is a given self-adjoint transformation. Associated to such a datum is the Brascamp–Lieb constant F(B, c, Q) = sup_f BL(B, c, Q; f) ∈ (0, ∞]

which is given in terms of the Brascamp–Lieb functional

BL(B, c, Q; f) = ∫ R^n e −π⟨x,Qx⟩ ∏m j=1 f_j (B_j x)^{cj} dx ∏_m j=1( ∫ R^{nj} fj ) c_j . In the above, the supremum is taken over measurable f_j : R^{nj} → R_+ such that ∫ R^{nj} fj ∈ (0, ∞). Also, associated to a positive definite transformation A on a given euclidean space, we define the (normalized) centred gaussian g_A by

(1.3) g_A(x) := (det A)^{1/2}e^{−π⟨x,Ax⟩}.

On gaussian inputs f with f_j = g_{Aj} for each j = 1, . . . , m, we slightly abuse notation for the Brascamp–Lieb functional and write BL(B, c, Q; A) := BL(B, c, Q; f).

Theorem 1.1 (Lieb). Let (B, c) be a Brascamp–Lieb datum. Then we have

F(B, c) = sup_A BL(B, c; A),

where the supremum is taken over positive definite transformations A_j . More generally (1.4) F(B, c, Q) = sup_A BL(B, c, Q; A)

whenever Q : R^n → R^n is positive semi-definite.

Lieb’s theorem above was proved in full generality in [61]. Earlier, Brascamp and Lieb [32] had established certain special cases including, for instance, rank-one linear transformations B_j . A computation reveals that

BL(B, c, Q; A) =

( ∏m_{j=1}(det A_j )_{cj}

det (Q + ∑_m j=1 c_j B^∗_j A_j B_j ) )_{1/2}

if Q + ∑_m j=1 c_j B^∗_j A_j B_j is positive definite (BL(B, c, Q; A) = ∞ otherwise) and therefore Lieb’s theorem dramatically reduces the complexity of understanding the Brascamp– Lieb constant. For example, Lieb’s theorem played a pivotal role in the proof in [21] of the continuity of the Brascamp constant B → F(B, c) and consequently in recent developments in understanding nonlinear variants of the Brascamp–Lieb inequality in which the underlying transformations B_j are allowed to be nonlinear [20].

We end this very brief overview of the Brascamp–Lieb inequality (1.2) by stating a theorem from [22, 23] which provides a characterization of the finiteness of the Brascamp–Lieb constant (see also recent work of Gressman [50] for new perspectives in this direction).

Theorem 1.2 (Bennett–Carbery–Christ–Tao). Let (B, c) be a Brascamp–Lieb datum. Then F(B, c) is finite if and only if

(1.5) n = m∑ j=1 c_j n_j and (1.6) dim V ≤ m∑ j=1 c_j dim B_j V for all subspaces V of R^n .

The above result along with Lieb’s theorem form two pillars in the theory of the Brascamp– Lieb inequality. The scaling condition (1.5) is easily shown to be necessary for the Brascamp–Lieb constant to be finite. Also, as further necessary conditions for finiteness, by considering V = R^n and V = ⋂_m j=1 ker B_j , one obtains from (1.5) and (1.6) that each B_j must be surjective and that ⋂_m j=1 ker B_j = {0}; such data are usually referred to as non-degenerate.

Remark. Maldague’s regularized version of (1.2) quantifies the finiteness characterization in Theorem 1.2. In particular, it is shown in [63] that when the integral on the left-hand side of (1.2) is truncated to a ball of radius R > 0 and the input functions are restricted to be constant on cubes in a lattice of size r ∈ (0, R), then the constant behaves like R^κr^{−~κ}, where κ = sup_{V ≤R}n(dim V − ∑_m j=1 c_j dim B_j V ) and ~κ := κ − (n − ∑_m j=1 c_j n_j ).

On the other hand, the regularized version of (1.2) proved in [22, Corollary 8.15] may be viewed as an extension of Lieb’s theorem, and our main result (Theorem 2.1 below) is an extension of the inverse version of Lieb’s theorem.

1.2. The inverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality. For the inverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality (1.1), it is appropriate to introduce a different notion of non-degeneracy compared with the forward version of the inequality. The non-degeneracy condition was identified by Barthe–Wolff [15] and is as follows. Assume each B_j : R^n → R^{nj} is a surjection, and c is arranged so that c_1, . . . , c_{m+} > 0 > c_{m++1}, . . . , c_m for some 0 ≤ m_+ ≤ m, where we interpret the case m_+ = 0 to mean that all of c_1, . . . , c_m are negative. Correspondingly, we define the linear transformation B_+ : R^n → ⊕^{m+}_{j=1}R^{nj} by B_+x := (B_1x, . . . , B_{m+} x).

Then, if we denote the number of positive eigenvalues of the self-adjoint transformation Q : R^n → R^n by s^+(Q), the Brascamp–Lieb datum^2 (B, c, Q) is said to be non-degenerate if (1.7) Q|_{ker B+} > 0 and n ≥ s^+(Q) +

m_+∑

j=1 n_j 2Strictly speaking, this terminology has already been used for the forward Brascamp–Lieb inequality

where we imposed the condition c_j > 0 for all j. It would be more accurate to use terminology such as “inverse Brascamp–Lieb datum”, but it will always be clear from the context which notion of Brascamp– Lieb datum is being used.

hold. Here Q|_{ker B+} is the restriction of Q : R^n → R^n to the subspace ker B_+. Note that if Q = 0 then the non-degeneracy condition (1.7) is equivalent to fact that B_+ is a bijection; in other words,

(1.8)

m_+⋂

j=1 ker B_j = {0} and Im B_+ =

m_+⨁

j=1 R^{nj} .

Next, in analogy with the notation introduced above for the forward Brascamp–Lieb inequality, we define I(B, c, Q) := inf_f BL(B, c, Q; f)

to be the best (i.e. largest) constant for which (1.1) holds, where the infimum is taken over measurable f_j : R^{nj} → R_+ such that ∫ R^{nj} fj ∈ (0, ∞). Strictly speaking, we are

extending our definition of the Brascamp–Lieb functional f → BL(B, c, Q; f) to the case of real exponents c ⊆ R^m , which we do with the understanding that 0 · ∞ = 0.

It is not immediately apparent that (1.7) is a natural non-degeneracy condition to impose and we refer the reader to the careful discussion in [15, Section 2] for the details. Here we simply extract from [15, Section 2] that I(B, c, Q) = 0 or ∞ when the non-degeneracy condition is dropped.

The following inverse version of Lieb’s theorem was proved in [15, Theorem 2.9].

Theorem 1.3 (Barthe–Wolff). For any non-degenerate Brascamp–Lieb datum (B, c, Q), we have I(B, c, Q) = inf_A BL(B, c, Q; A).

For completeness, we note that a counterpart to Theorem 1.2 regarding the strict positivity of I(B, c, Q) was proved by Barthe–Wolff; see [15, Theorem 1.5] for the case Q = 0 and [15, Theorem 8.9] for the general case.

1.3. The forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality. Next we introduce the broad class of inequalities first considered in [62] called forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequalities. To do so, we fix linear transformations T_j : E → E(j), j = 1, . . . , J, with E(j) = R^{n(j)} and where the base space is given by E = ⊕^I_{i=1}E_i with E_i = R^{ni} , i = 1, . . . , I. The collection of such linear transformations is written T = (T_j )^J_{j=1}, and also we introduce the notation π_i for the orthogonal projection from E to E_i. Finally, we fix two collections of positive real numbers (d_i)^I_{i=1} and (d(j))^J_{j=1} , and write d = ((d_i)^I_{i=1}, (d(j))^J_{j=1}).

The forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality associated with the datum (T, d) takes the form

(1.9) I∏ i=1 ( ∫ E_i f_i )_{di} ≤ C J∏ j=1 ( ∫ E(j) h_j )_{d(j)} for input functions f_i : E_i → R_+ , h_j : E(j) → R_+ which satisfy

(1.10) I∏ i=1 f_i(π_ix)^{di} ≤ J∏ j=1 h_j (T_j x)^{d(j)} for all x ∈ E.

As described in [39], this framework encompasses the forward, reverse and inverse forms of the Brascamp–Lieb inequality in the case where there is no gaussian kernel. For example, taking I = 1 and d_1 = 1, it is clear that the optimal choice in (1.10) is f = ∏_J j=1(h_j ∘ T_j )^{d(j)}, in which case (1.9) reduces to (1.2).

Also, Barthe’s reverse form of the Brascamp–Lieb inequality, originating in [10], corresponds to the case J = 1 and d(1) = 1. In other words, given linear mappings B_i : R^n → R^{ni} and positive real numbers d_i, i = 1, . . . , I, the reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality takes the form

(1.11) C I∏ i=1 ( ∫ R^ni f_i )_{di} ≤ ∫ R^n h_1

for functions satisfying

(1.12) I∏ i=1 f_i(x_i)^{di} ≤ h_1 (_I∑ i=1 d_iB^∗_i x_i ) for (x_1, . . . , x_I ) ∈ ⊕^I_{i=1}R^{ni} .

As has been pointed out elsewhere, arguably it would be more natural to refer to inequalities of the form (1.11) as dual (rather than reverse) Brascamp–Lieb inequalities in light of the fact that

(1.13) R(B, d)F(B, d) = 1,

where R(B, d) denotes the best (i.e. largest) constant C such that (1.11) holds under (1.12). This remarkable fact was proved by Barthe in [10].

We also remark that the Prékopa–Leindler inequality is the special case of (1.11) with C = 1 obtained by taking I = 2, B_1 = B_2 = id_Rn, and d_1 + d_2 = 1. From the Prékopa– Leindler inequality one can derive the famous Brunn–Minkowski inequality

vol_n(X + Y )^{1/n} ≥ vol_n(X)^{1/n} + vol_n(Y )^{1/n}

for appropriate X, Y ⊆ R^n . The stimulus to introduce the general form of the inequality (1.11) appears to have arisen from convex geometry and we refer the reader to [6, 10, 11] for further discussion and applications.

Finally, to deduce the inverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality, take a forward-reverse Brascamp– Lieb datum (T, d) and set

h_{J+1}(x) = I∏ i=1 f_i(π_ix)^{di} J∏ j=1 h_j (T_j x)^{−d(j)}.

Then (1.10) holds if we replace J by J +1, take T_{J+1} to be the identity transformation, and d_{J+1} = 1. The resulting inequality (1.9) reduces to the inverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality I∏ i=1 ( ∫ E^i f_i )_{di J}∏ j=1 ( ∫ E(j) h_j )_{−d(j)} ≤ C ∫ E I∏ i=1 f_i(π_ix)^{di} J∏ j=1 h_j (T_j x)^{−d(j)} dx. With the non-degeneracy condition in mind (i.e. B_+ is bijective), this framework is as general as the one presented in the previous section in the case of no gaussian kernel.^3

The analogue of Lieb’s theorem holds in the setting of the forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality, as shown in [62, Theorem 2].

Theorem 1.4 (Liu–Courtade–Cuff–Verdú). For any datum (T, d), if the input functions f_i : E_i → R_+ , h_j : E(j) → R_+ satisfy (1.10), then they also satisfy (1.9) with constant C given by

sup_{Ai >0} A(j)>0 I∏ i=1 (det A_i)^{− di2} J∏ j=1 (det A(j))^{d(j)2} .

The proof of Theorem 1.4 in [62] rests on an equivalent entropic formulation of the forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality^4 and ideas similar to those in Geng–Nair [49] and Lieb’s original proof of the gaussian saturation property for the forward Brascamp– Lieb inequality in [61]. A different proof of Theorem 1.4 was found by Courtade–Liu [39], again utilizing entropic duality, but incorporating ideas from Bennett–Carbery–Christ– Tao [22] and Lehec [59]. We also remark that [39] embarked on a systematic study of the forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality and, for example, established a characterization of the finiteness of the constant in the spirit of Theorem 1.2 (see [39, Theorem 1.27]) and extended Barthe’s duality relation (1.13) to all forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb data (see [39, Theorem 1.3]).

Remark. Given the above discussion, it is clear that one may use Theorem 1.4 to deduce Theorem 1.3 in the case where there is no gaussian kernel. Surprisingly, the converse is true and this fact follows from a clever limiting argument due to Paweł Wolff which is explained in [39, Section 4.1]. In the presence of a gaussian kernel, as far as we are aware, a version of such an equivalence has not appeared in the literature (see [39, Section 4] for some partial results along these lines).

In the following section we state our main result – an extension of Theorem 1.3 to certain regularized input functions – and some consequences. For example, we can recover all versions of the gaussian saturation property stated above (i.e. Theorems 1.1, 1.3 and 1.4). In fact, we present a framework^5 for the forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality which allows for gaussian kernels, and, in particular, we shall see that the gaussian saturation property in this framework is equivalent to that of Barthe–Wolff in Theorem 1.3. Despite this equivalence between forward-reverse and inverse Brascamp–Lieb inequalities,

3We also refer the reader to the Appendix for a more complete discussion along these lines. 4In the context of the forward Brascamp–Lieb inequality, duality with subadditivity of entropy can be

found in [34] and [33].

5This framework was suggested to us by an anonymous referee to whom we are extremely grateful.

our heat-flow monotonicity approach seems best suited to the inverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality and so the inverse inequality should be regarded as the focal point of the paper. In fact, it is not at all clear to us whether one can expect a heat-flow monotonicity approach to succeed in the setting of the general forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality. Heatflow arguments of a different nature have been successfully implemented in the case of the reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality with geometric data – see Barthe–Cordero-Erausquin [12] (rank one transformations) and Barthe–Huet [13] (general rank transformations), as well as papers by Borell [26, 27, 28] which seem to have been a source of inspiration for [12] and [13]. For example, it is shown in [13, Theorem 4] that, for geometric data, the relation (1.12) is preserved if one replaces all functions with their evolution under classical heat flow e^{tΔ} for all t > 0; the reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality for geometric data then follows by taking a limit t → ∞. It would be very interesting to see if such an approach can be extended to general data in the forward-reverse framework, but it is certainly not clear to us whether such an approach can be profitable in proving, say, Theorem 2.2.

2. Main results

2.1. Regularized inverse Brascamp–Lieb inequalities. From now on, we denote the class of n × n real and self-adjoint transformations by S(R^n ) and

S_+(R^n ) := {A ∈ S(R^n ) : A > 0}

for the subclass of positive definite transformations.

For G ∈ S_+(R^n ) consider the solution u : R_+ × R^n → R_+ to the heat equation

(2.1) ∂_tu = 1 4π div (G^{−1}∇u), u(0) = μ,

where μ is a positive finite Borel measure with non-zero mass. Then we call f(x) = u(1, x) as a type G function. Explicitly u(1, x) can be written in convolution form

u(1, x) = g_G ∗ μ(x) = (det G)^{1/2} ∫ R^n e^{−π⟨x−y,G(x−y)⟩} dμ(y). We consider the inverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality restricted to regularized input functions of this type, and thus we introduce the notation

T(G) := {g_G ∗ μ : μ is a positive finite Borel measure with non-zero mass}.

Note that the class T(G) is clearly subset of the class of all non-negative and integrable functions, and its members are smooth and strictly positive. Also, it is not difficult to see that we have the nesting property

(2.2) G_1, G_2 ∈ S_+(R^n ), G_1 ≤ G_2 ⇒ T(G_1) ⊆ T(G_2).

It also formally makes sense^6 to view

(2.3) T(∞) = { f : R^n → R_+ : ∫ R^n f < ∞ }

as the class of all inputs.

6For example, we know that g λid converges to the Dirac delta supported at the origin as λ → ∞.

For each Brascamp–Lieb datum (B, c, Q) and G = (G_j )^m_{j=1}, with G_j ∈ S_+(R^{nj} ), we refer to (B, c, Q, G) as a generalized Brascamp–Lieb datum^7 and define

(2.4) I(B, c, Q, G) := inf_{f ∈T(G)} BL(B, c, Q; f)

to be the best (i.e. largest) constant such that (1.1) holds for input functions f_j ∈ T(G_j ); accordingly, the notation f ∈ T(G) means f_j ∈ T(G_j ) for each j = 1, . . . , m.

For generalized Brascamp–Lieb data (B, c, Q, G), we add a further condition to the nondegeneracy condition (1.7). We shall say that (B, c, Q, G) is non-degenerate if (1.7) holds and (2.5) Q +

m_+∑

j=1 c_j B^∗_j G_j B_j > 0.

This appears to be a reasonable condition in the following sense. If (B, c, Q) is nondegenerate (that is, (1.7) holds), then as discussed in the proof of [15, Proposition 2.2], there exists A_1, . . . , A_{m+} > 0 such that Q + m_+∑

j=1 c_j B^∗_j A_j B_j > 0

and hence (B, c, Q, G) is non-degenerate whenever G_j ≥ A_j for j = 1, . . . , m_+. From such considerations, our main result below recovers the Barthe–Wolff result in Theorem 1.3 as a limiting case; see the remark after Lemma 3.7 for further details. In addition, we note that inf_{A≤G} BL(B, c, Q; A) = ∞ if (2.5) is not satisfied.

Theorem 2.1. For any non-degenerate generalized Brascamp–Lieb datum (B, c, Q, G), we have

(2.6) I(B, c, Q, G) = inf_{A≤G} BL(B, c, Q; A).

As we have already mentioned, we use a heat-flow approach to prove Theorem 2.1. This may be viewed as a significant extension of the analysis in [35] which handled a special class of Brascamp–Lieb data (so-called geometric data – see the discussion at the beginning of Section 3).

2.2. Regularized forward-reverse Brascamp Lieb inequalities. We shall see that Theorem 2.1 yields a gaussian saturation property for a regularized version of the forwardreverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality with gaussian kernels. To present this application, as far as possible, we use similar notation to that in Section 1.3.

We fix a collection of linear transformations T = (T_j )^J_{j=1}. Here, T_j : E → E(j), j = 1, . . . , J, with E(j) = R^{n(j)} and where the base space is given by E = ⊕^I_{i=0}E_i with E_i = R^{ni} , i = 0, 1, . . . , I. Next, we take two collections of positive real number d = ((d_i)^I_{i=1}, (d(j))^J_{j=1} ). In addition, fix Q_L ∈ S_+(E_0), Q_R to be a positive semidefinite transformation on E, and write Q = (Q_L, Q_R). Finally, we fix two collections

7When Q = 0, we shall simply say that (B, c, G) is a generalized Brascamp–Lieb datum.

of positive definite transformations G = ((G_i)^I_{i=1}, (G(j))^J_{j=1} ), where G_i ∈ S_+(E_i) and G(j) ∈ S_+(E(j)).

The datum (T, d, Q, G) is said to be non-degenerate if

(2.7) E_0 ⊕ {0} ⊕ · · · ⊕ {0} ⊆ ker Q_R, π^∗_0 Q_Lπ_0 + I∑ i=1 d_iπ^∗_i G_iπ_i > Q_R on E,

where, as before, π_i denotes the orthogonal projection from E to E_i. The second condition is reasonable since it is necessary for (2.9) below to hold with^8 f_i = γ_{Gi} , h_j = γ_{G(j)}, where γ_A(x) := e^{−π⟨x,Ax⟩}. In fact, if the second condition in (2.7) fails to be true, then there is no A_i ≤ G_i, A(j) ≤ G(j) satisfying (2.9) with f_i = γ_{Ai} , h_j = γ_{A(j)}. Indeed, (2.9) with f_i = γ_{Ai} , h_j = γ_{A(j)} is equivalent to

(2.8) π^∗_0 Q_Lπ_0 + I∑ i=1 d_iπ^∗_i A_iπ_i ≥ Q_R + J∑ j=1 d(j)T^∗_j A(j)T_j on E,

which in particular implies

π^∗_0 Q_Lπ_0 + I∑ i=1 d_iπ^∗_i A_iπ_i > Q_R. Under such a non-degeneracy condition, we have the following generalization of Theorem 1.4.

Theorem 2.2. For any non-degenerate data D = (T, d, Q, G), we have the following. If f_i ∈ T(G_i) and h_j ∈ T(G(j)) satisfy (2.9) e^{−π⟨π0x,QLπ0x⟩} I∏ i=1 f_i(π_ix)^{di} ≤ e^{−π⟨x,QRx⟩} J∏ j=1 h_j (T_j x)^{d(j)} for all x ∈ E,

then they also satisfy

(2.10) I∏ i=1 ( ∫ E_i f_i )_{di} ≤ FR(D) J∏ j=1 ( ∫ E(j) h_j )_{d(j)} , where the constant is given by

FR(D) = sup {_I∏ i=1 (det A_i)^{− di2} J∏ j=1 (det A(j))^{d(j)2} : A_i ≤ G_i, A(j) ≤ G(j) s.t. (2.8) } .

We shall deduce the above theorem from Theorem 2.1 by means of Wolff’s limiting argument alluded to at the end of Section 1. In fact, the theorems are equivalent and we shall prove this in the Appendix.

Capitalizing on the fact that the forward Brascamp–Lieb inequality is a special case of the forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality, we can quickly deduce the following generalized version of Lieb’s theorem.

8In this setting it is slightly more convenient to work with non-normalized gaussians.

Theorem 2.3. For any generalized Brascamp–Lieb data (B, c, Q, G) with c_j > 0 for each j, and positive semi-definite Q, we have sup f ∈T(G)

BL(B, c, Q; f) = sup_{A≤G} BL(B, c, Q; A).

A limiting argument shows that Theorem 2.3 implies Theorem 1.1, so in this sense, we see that Lieb’s result is also a consequence of Theorem 2.1. Also, the case Q = 0 was proved by Bennett–Carbery–Christ–Tao [22, Corollary 8.11] and we shall follow the approach taken in [22] in proving Theorem 2.1.

In a similar manner, one may also quickly obtain a regularized version of Barthe’s reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality (1.11) from Theorem 2.2 (by taking J = 1 and d(1) = 1). Remark. Valdimarsson [68] obtained a regularized version of (1.11) in which the input functions took the form f_j (x) = exp(−π⟨x, G^{−1}_j x⟩ − H_j (x)) with H_j a convex function (so-called “inverse class G_j ”). This particular set-up appears to be independent from ours in Theorem 2.2. We remark that Valdimarsson’s setting of inverse class G_j input functions allowed him to extend the ideas of Barthe [10] and obtain a generalization of the duality relation (1.13) involving F(B, c, G). It is unclear to us whether a duality result is possible for the regularization we consider in Theorem 2.2 and it seems it may be natural to adapt the framework somehow to include inverse class G functions in some appropriate way.

In addition, a certain regularized version of the forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality (in its dual entropic representation) was considered by Liu–Courtade–Cuff–Verdú in [62, Section 4]. Again, we believe that this has no direct connection with the kind of regularization that we study in the present paper.

Organization. The remainder of the paper is primarily devoted to proving Theorem 2.1. Section 3 contains several preliminary observations, mostly related to the heat-flow monotonicity approach that we will use to prove Theorem 2.1. Although the main body of the proof of Theorem 2.1 is given in Section 5, the key heat-flow result needed for the proof has been isolated in Theorem 4.1 in Section 4; we take the opportunity to present this result in the form of a “closure property” for sub/supersolutions to certain heat equations and thus contribute to the emerging theory of such closure properties in, for example, [2, 17, 18]. After the proof of Theorem 2.1 in Section 5, in Section 6 we present some further applications and remarks. Finally, in the Appendix, we prove the equivalence between Theorems 2.1 and 2.2.

3. Preliminaries

It will be convenient to introduce the notation

I_g(B, c, Q, G) = inf_{A≤G} BL(B, c, Q; A)

for the best constant such that (1.1) holds for gaussian input functions f_j = g_{Aj} with A_j ≤ G_j for each j. When G = (∞, . . . , ∞) or Q = 0 we simply omit from the above notation.

3.1. Geometric data and a key linear algebraic lemma. Before embarking on the full proof of Theorem 2.1, as a highly instructive preliminary first step, let us consider the so-called geometric case and, for simplicity, we set Q = 0 and G = (∞, . . . , ∞). The geometric condition on the data is

(3.1) B_j B^∗_j = id (j = 1, . . . , m), and m∑ j=1 c_j B^∗_j B_j = id.

In a such a case, it is clear that ker B_+ = {0} and it follows that the non-degeneracy condition (1.7) is equivalent to the surjectivity of B_+.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose the Brascamp–Lieb datum (B, c) satisfies (3.1) and non-degenerate in the sense that B_+ is surjective. Then

I(B, c) = I_g(B, c) = BL(B, c; A) = 1,

where A_j is the identity transformation on R^{nj} for j = 1, . . . , m.

Theorem 3.1 was proved in Barthe–Wolff [15, Theorem 4.7] based on a mass transportation argument. A very closely related result was established using heat flow by Chen–Dafnis– Paouris in [35, Theorem 2]; in particular, it was shown that

(3.2) ∫ R^n m∏ j=1 f_j (B_j x)^{cj} dx ≥ m∏ j=1 ( ∫ R^{nj} f_j )_{cj}

holds under the assumption that B_j B^∗_j = id for each j, n = ∑_m j=1 c_j n_j and

(3.3) BB^∗ ≥ C^{−1}

hold, where B = (B_1, . . . , B_m) : R^n → ∏_m j=1 R^{nj} , and

C := diag (c_1id_Rn1 , . . . , c_mid_Rnm ).

We refer the reader to [15, Section 4] for a precise clarification of how one may obtain [35, Theorem 2] from their work.

As observed in [35], assumption (3.3) is clearly equivalent to

(3.4) | | | | m∑ j=1 c_j B^∗_j v_j | | | | 2 ≥ m∑ j=1 c_j |v_j |^2 for all v_j ∈ R^{nj} ,

and this fact was key to their heat-flow proof of (3.2). Here we exhibit a sketch proof of Theorem 3.1, following the heat flow argument used in [35] (which itself is based on similar heat flow proofs of the forward Brascamp–Lieb inequality in [22], [34], [69]), which will help to understand our argument in the case of more general non-degenerate Brascamp–Lieb data (B, c, G, Q) in Section 5. The geometric case is particularly well suited to a heat-flow argument since gaussian maximizers always exist in such a case (in fact, as stated above, isotropic gaussians are maximizers). Including some details in the specific case of geometric data will also motivate the crucial linear algebraic result (a generalization of (3.4) in the forthcoming Lemma 3.2) which underpins the heat-flow argument in our proof of Theorem 2.1.

A heat-flow approach to Theorem 3.1. From (3.1), it is easy to check that

BL(B, c; A) = 1

if each A_j is the identity transformation, so it suffices to prove (3.2) holds for sufficiently nice non-negative f_j . (We remark that identifying a sufficiently nice class of test functions will be taken up in Section 3.4.) To this end, we define the quantity

(3.5) Q(t) := ∫ R^n U(t, x) dx, where u_j : (0, ∞) × R^{nj} → (0, ∞) solves the heat equation

(3.6) ∂_tu_j = Δu_j , u_j (0) = f_j

and U := ∏_m j=1(u_j ∘ B_j )^{cj} . Formally, we have

Q(0) = ∫ R^n m∏ j=1 f_j (B_j x)^{cj} dx

lim_{t→∞} Q(t) = m∏ j=1 ( ∫ R^{nj} f_j )_{cj} ,

where the argument for the limit at infinity made use of (3.1). Thus our aim is to show that Q is non-increasing in time. To this end, we note that ∂_tU(t, x) = U(t, x) m∑ j=1 c_j ∂_t log u_j (t, B_j x)

= U(t, x) m∑ j=1 c_j [|v_j |^2 + div(v_j )](t, B_j x),

where v_j := ∇ log u_j . By the divergence theorem, it follows (at least formally) that

Q^′(t) = ∫ R^n U(t, x) [_m∑ j=1 c_j |v_j (t, B_j x)|^2 − | | | | m∑ j=1 c_j B^∗_j v_j (t, B_j x) | | | | 2] dx.

Thus, the argument above has reduced the proof of Theorem 3.1 to showing (3.4). This fact is a special case of Lemma 3.2 below (with A_j = id for each j = 1, . . . , m); the general case in Lemma 3.2 will be crucial for the argument in Section 5 to prove Theorem 2.1. Before stating the lemma, we remark that in the case of the forward Brascamp–Lieb inequality with c_j > 0 for each j, for geometric data (B, c) we have that (3.4) holds in reverse; to see this, if we define

w := m∑ j=1 c_j B^∗_j v_j , then by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and the geometric condition ∑_m j=1 c_j B^∗_j B_j = id, we get

|w|^2 = m∑ j=1 ⟨ √ c_j B_j w, √ c_j v_j ⟩ ≤ (_m∑ j=1 c_j |B_j w|^2

)_{1/2}(_m∑ j=1 c_j |v_j |^2 )_{1/2}

= |w| (_m∑ j=1 c_j |v_j |^2 )_{1/2}

which rearranges to give (3.4) in reverse. Interestingly, it was shown in [15] that one can obtain (3.4) from ∑_m j=1 c_j |v_j |^2 ≤ | ∑_m j=1 c_j B^∗_j v_j |^2 (c_j > 0); more generally, a proof along such lines was used to derive the more general inequality in (3.8) below.

Lemma 3.2. Suppose the Brascamp–Lieb datum (B, c) is such that B_+ is surjective, and A_j ∈ S_+(R^{nj} ), j = 1, . . . , m, are such that the transformation M := ∑_m j=1 c_j B^∗_j A_j B_j is positive definite. Let v_j ∈ R^{nj} for j = 1, . . . , m, and let x_∗ ∈ R^n be any non-zero element of B^{−1}_+ (A^{−1}_1 v_1, . . . , A^{−1}_{m+} v_{m+} ). Then we have the identity

(3.7) ⟨w, M^{−1}w⟩ − m∑ j=1 c_j ⟨v_j , A^{−1}_j v_j ⟩ = ⟨w^′, Mw^′⟩ + m∑ j=m_+ +1 |c_j |⟨v^′_j , A_j v^′_j ⟩,

where w := ∑_m j=1 c_j B^∗_j v_j , w^′ := x_∗ − M^{−1}w, and v^′_j := B_j x_∗ − A^{−1}_j v_j for j = m_+ + 1, . . . , m. In particular, we have

(3.8) m∑ j=1 c_j ⟨v_j , A^{−1}_j v_j ⟩ ≤ ⟨w, M^{−1}w⟩

for any v_j ∈ R^{nj} , j = 1, . . . , m.

Inequality (3.8) can be obtained directly from [15, Lemma 3.5]. Since the above result is pivotal to the proof of Theorem 2.1, we include our own brief justification.

Proof of Lemma 3.2. First note that

(3.9) B_j x_∗ = A^{−1}_j v_j (1 ≤ j ≤ m_+)

and with this in mind we will expand the right-hand side of (3.7). For j = m_+ +1, . . . , m, we have

⟨v^′_j , A_j v^′_j ⟩ = ⟨B_j x_∗, A_j B_j x_∗⟩ − 2⟨B_j x_∗, v_j ⟩ + ⟨A^{−1}_j v_j , v_j ⟩ and ⟨w^′, Mw^′⟩ = ⟨x_∗, Mx_∗⟩ − 2⟨x_∗, w⟩ + ⟨M^{−1}w, w⟩.

So, if we set M_+ := ∑_{m+} j=1 c_j B^∗_j A_j B_j , the right-hand side of (3.7) can be written I_a +I_b +I_c where I_a = ⟨x_∗, M_+x_∗⟩, I_b = −2⟨x_∗, w⟩ − 2 m∑ j=m_++1 |c_j |⟨B_j x_∗, v_j ⟩,

I_c = ⟨M^{−1}w, w⟩ + m∑ j=m_+ +1 |c_j |⟨A^{−1}_j v_j , v_j ⟩. From (3.9) we have

I_a = ⟨ x_∗, m_+∑

j=1 c_j B^∗_j v_j ⟩ = m_+∑

j=1 c_j ⟨B_j x_∗, v_j ⟩ =

m_+∑

j=1 c_j ⟨A^{−1}_j v_j , v_j ⟩ and I_b = −2 ⟨ x_∗, m_+∑

j=1 c_j B^∗_j v_j ⟩ = −2

m_+∑

j=1 c_j ⟨B_j x_∗, v_j ⟩ = −2

m_+∑

j=1 c_j ⟨A^{−1}_j v_j , v_j ⟩.

So, putting things together, I_a + I_b + I_c clearly coincides with the left-hand side of (3.7). □

In order to make rigorous the formal considerations in our above sketch proof of Theorem 3.1, it is important to identify an appropriately nice class of functions f_j on which we may reduce matters. Similar considerations will also be necessary for our proof of Theorem 2.1 in Section 5 and the content of Section 3.4 below has been prepared primarily for this purpose.

3.2. A log-convexity estimate. Taking trace on both sides of the geometric condition ∑_m j=1 c_j B^∗_j B_j = id, we see that ∑_m j=1 c_j n_j = n follows. In fact, in the case G = (∞, . . . , ∞) and Q = 0, the condition ∑_m j=1 c_j n_j = n is easily seen to be necessary for the strict positivity of the inverse Brascamp–Lieb constant by standard scaling considerations. For general G, such a scaling condition is no longer a requirement and it is natural to modify the quantity Q considered in (3.5) and mitigate for the loss of scaling by considering quantities of the form Q(t) = t^{−α} ∫ R^n m∏ j=1 u_j (t, B_j x)^{cj} dx, where α :=^1_2 (n − ∑_m j=1 c_j n_j ). In such a case, the heat-flow monotonicity argument will make important use of the following log-convexity estimate.

Lemma 3.3 (Log-convexity). Let G ∈ S_+(R^n ) and u : R^n → (0, ∞) be of type G. Then D^2(log u) ≥ −2πG. Obviously D^2(log g_G) = −2πG and thus Lemma 3.3 is equivalent to the log-convexity of the ratio u/g_G. For a proof of Lemma 3.3, we refer the reader to [22, Lemma 8.6]. We also remark that estimates of the type in Lemma 3.3 are also known as Li–Yau gradient estimates and hold much more generally in the framework of Riemannian manifolds; see [60].

3.3. The key decomposition of Q. In order to handle the gaussian kernel, our proof of Theorem 2.1 is underpinned by the following decomposition of the transformation Q into positive and negative parts.

Proposition 3.4 ([15]). The transformation Q ∈ S(R^n ) satisfies (1.7) if and only if there exist linear surjections B_0 : R^n → R^{n0} and B_{m+1} : R^n → R^{nm+1} , and Q_+ ∈ S_+(R^{n0} ) and Q_− ∈ S_+(R^{nm+1} ) such that

(3.10) Q = B^∗_0 Q_+B_0 − B^∗_{m+1}Q_−B_{m+1},

the transformation (B_0, B_+) : R^n → ⊕^{m+}_{j=0}R^{nj} is bijective, and ker B_+ ⊆ ker B_{m+1}.

The above decomposition is due to Barthe and Wolff and we refer the reader to [15, Lemma 3.1] for a proof. We note here that, assuming the non-degeneracy condition (1.7), Barthe and Wolff take B_0 to be the projection onto ker B_+ and we understand that in the case ker B_+ = {0} we have n_0 = 0 and (3.10) becomes Q = −B^∗_{m+1}Q_−B_{m+1} (similarly when n_{m+1} = 0 we understand that Q = B^∗_0 Q_+B_0). As we shall see in the forthcoming proof of Theorem 2.1, the decisive scenario is when B_+ is bijective.

3.4. Nice classes of input functions. The main purpose of this remaining part of Section 3 is to identify appropriate classes of test functions which approximate general inputs and are sufficiently well behaved in order to facilitate, as far as possible, a proof of Theorem 2.1 which is free from burdensome technicalities.

Definition 3.5. The class N is defined to be those inputs f = (f_j )^m_{j=1} satisfying the conditions

f_j (x_j ) ≤ C_f 1_{|xj |≤Cf} (1 ≤ j ≤ m_+),

(3.11)

f_j (x_j ) ≥ C^{−1}_f (1 + |x_j |^2)^{−nj} (m_+ + 1 ≤ j ≤ m),

(3.12)

for some constant C_f ∈ (0, ∞).

Lemma 3.6. For any nondegenerate Brascamp–Lieb datum (B, c, Q), we have

I(B, c, Q) = inf_{f ∈N} BL(B, c, Q; f).

Proof. For N ≥ 1 and an arbitrary input f = (f_j )^m_{j=1}, define the input f^{(N)} by

f^{(N)}_j (x_j ) := { 1_{|xj |≤N} 1_{fj ≤N} (x_j )f_j (x_j ) (1 ≤ j ≤ m_+),

N^{−1}(1 + |x_j |^2)^{−nj} + f_j (x_j ) (m_+ + 1 ≤ j ≤ m).

Clearly f^{(N)} ∈ N. Also, it is obvious that f^{(N)}_j ↑ f_j for 1 ≤ j ≤ m_+ and f^{(N)}_j ↓ f_j for m_+ +1 ≤ j ≤ m as N → ∞. For 1 ≤ j ≤ m_+, an application of the monotone convergence theorem shows ∫ f^{(N)}_j → ∫ f_j . For m_+ + 1 ≤ j ≤ m, since (1 + |x_j |^2)^{−nj} ∈ L^1(R^{nj} ), we have lim N→∞ ∫ R^{nj} f^{(N)}_j = lim_{N→∞} 1 N ∫ R^{nj} (1 + |x_j |^2)^{−nj} dx_j + ∫ R^{nj} f_j = ∫ R^{nj} f_j . Also, since (f^{(N)}_j )^{cj} ↑ f^{cj}_j for each j = 1, . . . , m, another application of the monotone convergence theorem gives lim N→∞ ∫ R^n e^{−π⟨x,Qx⟩} m∏ j=1 f^{(N)}_j (B_j x)^{cj} dx = ∫ R^n e^{−π⟨x,Qx⟩} m∏ j=1 f_j (B_j x)^{cj} dx. The above shows BL(B, c, Q; f) = lim_{N→∞} BL(B, c, Q; f^{(N)}) ≥ inf_{~f ∈N} BL(B, c, Q; ~f ) and thus I(B, c, Q) ≥ inf_{f ∈N} BL(B, c, Q; f). The reverse inequality is trivial and thus we conclude the proof of the lemma. □

Thanks to the previous approximation lemma, we can deduce the following result. Lemma 3.7. If (B, c, Q, G) is a non-degenerate generalized Brascamp–Lieb datum, then lim_{λ→∞} I(B, c, Q, λG) = I(B, c, Q), lim_{λ→∞} I_g(B, c, Q, λG) = I_g(B, c, Q).

Remark. Lemma 3.7 allows us to show that Theorem 2.1 recovers Theorem 1.3 (and justifies the notation (2.3)). To deduce Theorem 1.3, we take (B, c, Q) such that (1.7) holds and use [15, Proposition 2.2] to obtain the existence of λ_0 > 0 such that

Q + λ_0

m_+∑

j=1 c_j B^∗_j B_j > 0.

Thus, setting G_j := λ_0id for each j = 1, . . . , m, it follows that (B, c, Q, λG) is nondegenerate for all λ ≥ 1. By using Lemma 3.7 and Theorem 2.1 we obtain I(B, c, Q) = lim_{λ→∞} I(B, c, Q, λG) = lim_{λ→∞} I_g(B, c, Q, λG) = I_g(B, c, Q) and we recover Theorem 1.3.

Proof of Lemma 3.7. To see lim_{λ→∞} I(B, c, Q, λG) = I(B, c, Q), it clearly suffices to show (3.13) lim_{λ→∞} I(B, c, Q, λG) ≤ I(B, c, Q). To see this, we argue that lim_{λ→∞} I(B, c, Q, λG) ≤ lim_{λ→∞} BL(B, c, Q; g_{λG} ∗ f) = BL(B, c, Q; f) for arbitrary f ∈ N and use Lemma 3.6; thus it suffices to show lim_{λ→∞} ∫ R^n e^{−π⟨x,Qx⟩} m∏ j=1 g_{λGj} ∗ f_j (B_j x)^{cj} dx = ∫ R^n e^{−π⟨x,Qx⟩} m∏ j=1 f_j (B_j x)^{cj} dx. (3.14)

To see this, we use the fact that f ∈ N to get the bounds g_{λGj} ∗ f_j (x_j ) ≤ Ce^{−π⟨xj , λ4 Gj xj ⟩} (1 ≤ j ≤ m_+) g_{λGj} ∗ f_j (x_j ) ≥ C^{−1}(1 + |x_j |^2)^{−nj} (m_+ + 1 ≤ j ≤ m) for all x_j ∈ R^{nj} , and where C ∈ (0, ∞) is a constant depending on G_j and C_f . Then e^{−π⟨x,Qx⟩} m∏ j=1 g_{λGj} ∗ f_j (B_j x)^{cj} ≤ Ce^{−π⟨x,(Q+ λ4 M+)x⟩}(1 + |x|^2)^N for all x ∈ R^n , where M_+ := ∑_{m+} j=1 c_j B^∗_j G_j B_j , N := ∑_m j=m_++1 |cj |nj , and C is a finite

constant depending on B, G and f, but independent of λ. Thanks to the non-degeneracy condition (2.5), it follows that Q +^λ_4 M_+ is positive definite for λ ≥ 4. Hence we may apply the dominated convergence theorem to deduce (3.14).

Similarly, we can prove lim_{λ→∞} I_g(B, c, Q, λG) = I_g(B, c, Q). □

Now we introduce G = (G_j )^m_{j=1}, where G_j ∈ S_+(R^{nj} ), and assume the generalized Brascamp–Lieb datum (B, c, G, Q) is non-degenerate. The following class of functions will play a prominent role in the heat flow proof of Theorem 2.1.

Definition 3.8. The class N(G) is defined to be those inputs f = (f_j )^m_{j=1} ∈ T(G) of the form f_j = g_{Gj} ∗ h_j with h_j ∈ N, j = 1, . . . , m.

Regarding this function class, we first note that the following analogue of Lemma 3.6 holds.

Lemma 3.9. We have I(B, c, Q, G) = inf_{f ∈N(G)} BL(B, c, Q; f).

One can prove Lemma 3.9 in a similar manner to the proof of Lemma 3.6 and so we omit the details.

Although we considered isotropic heat flow (3.6) for geometric data, for more general data it will be appropriate to consider certain anisotropic heat flows. Associated with such flows, we have the following pointwise estimates whose role will be to make rigorous the forthcoming heat-flow proof of Theorem 2.1 for data such that gaussian maximizers exist.

Lemma 3.10. Let (B, c) be a Brascamp–Lieb datum. Suppose f ∈ N(G) and A ≤ G. For each j = 1, . . . , m, suppose further that u_j : (1, ∞) × R^{nj} → (0, ∞) is a solution to the heat equation

(3.15) ∂_tu_j = 1 4π div (A^{−1}_j ∇u_j ), u_j (1, x_j ) = f_j (x_j ).

Fix t > 1 and ε > 0. Then (3.16) |∇ log u_j (t, B_j x)| ≤ C_∗(t)(1 + |x|^2)^{nj} (j = 1, . . . , m),

(3.17) |∂_t log u_j (t, B_j x)| ≤ C_∗(t)(1 + |x|^2)^{max{2,nj }} (j = 1, . . . , m), and (3.18) m∏ j=1 u_j (t, B_j x)^{cj} ≤ C_∗(t, ε)(1 + |x|^2)^N e^{−(1−ε)π⟨x,t−1M+x⟩}

for all x ∈ R^n . Here, M_+ := ∑_{m+} j=1 c_j B^∗_j A_j B_j and N := ∑_m j=m_++1 |cj |nj . Also, C∗(t) denotes a strictly positive and finite constant which depends on t, B, c, A, G, f and is locally uniformly bounded in t, and C_∗(t, ε) denotes such a constant which also depends on ε.

Proof. Since f ∈ N(G), we may write f_j = g_{Gj} ∗ h_j , where h_j ∈ N. For j ∈ {1, . . . , m_+} we let R_j > 0 be such that the support of h_j is contained in the ball of radius R_j with centre at the origin.

It is easily verified (using, say, the Fourier transform) that u_j can be explicitly written down as (3.19) u_j (t, x_j ) = g_{Pj (t)} ∗ h_j (x_j ), where P_j (t) := (G^{−1}_j + (t − 1)A^{−1}_j )^{−1}.

First we prove (3.18). If j ∈ {1, . . . , m_+}, then one can easily check that u_j (t, x_j ) = (det P_j (t))^{1/2} ∫ R^{nj} e^{−π⟨xj −yj ,Pj (t)(xj −yj )⟩}h_j (y_j ) dy_j ≤ (det P_j (t))^{1/2} ( ∫ R^{nj} h_j ) e^{−(1−ε)π⟨xj ,Pj (t)xj ⟩} for |x_j | ≥^1_{επ} ‖P (t)^{1/2}‖‖P (t)^{−1/2}‖R_j . It follows that u_j (t, x_j ) ≤ C_∗(t, ε)e^{−(1−ε)π⟨xj ,Pj (t)xj ⟩} for all x_j ∈ R^{nj} . By assumption we have A_j ≤ G_j and as a consequence P_j (t) ≥ A_j /t. Hence u_j (t, x_j ) ≤ C_∗(t, ε)e^{−(1−ε)π⟨xj ,t−1Aj xj ⟩} for all x_j ∈ R^{nj} .

For j ∈ {m_+ + 1, . . . , m}, we have u_j (t, x_j ) ≥ ∫ R^{nj} (1 + |x_j − P_j (t)^{−1/2}y_j |^2)^{−nj} e^{−π|yj |2} dy_j ≥ C_∗(t)^{−1}(1 + |x_j |^2)^{−nj} for all x_j ∈ R^{nj} , where the second lower bound follows by restricting the domain of integration to |y_j | ≤ ‖P_j (t)^{−1/2}‖^{−1}. From the above, we clearly obtain (3.18).

Next we check (3.16). For j ∈ {1, . . . , m_+}, we use the compactness of the support of h_j to obtain |∇u_j (t, x_j )| ≤ 2π‖P_j (t)‖(det P_j (t))^{1/2} ∫ R^{nj} |x_j − y_j |e^{−π⟨xj −yj ,Pj (t)(xj −yj )⟩}h_j (y_j ) dy_j ≤ C_∗(t)(1 + |x_j |)u_j (t, x_j ) for all x_j ∈ R^{nj} , and this clearly suffices for (3.16) for such j. For j ∈ {m_+ + 1, . . . , m}, we use the fact that P_j (t) > 0 to obtain |w_j |e^{−π⟨wj ,Pj (t)wj ⟩} ≤ C_∗(t) for all w_j ∈ R^{nj} , and therefore |∇u_j (t, x_j )| ≤ C_∗(t) for all x_j ∈ R^{nj} . It follows that |∇ log u_j (t, x_j )| ≤ C_∗(t)(1 + |x_j |^2)^{nj} for all x_j ∈ R^{nj} .

Finally we note that one can essentially follow the above argument for (3.16) in order to show (3.17) and so we omit the details. □

We shall also need the large time asymptotics of the solution to (3.15). From the explicit form of the solution (3.19) we easily see that

(3.20) lim_{t→∞} t^{nj /2}u_j (t, √ tx_j ) = ( ∫ R^{nj} f_j ) g_{Aj} (x_j ) for each x_j ∈ R^{nj} .

4. Closure properties of sub/supersolutions of heat equations

The heat-flow proof of Theorem 3.1 in the previous section rested on the non-increasingness of Q(t) = ∫ R^n U(t, x) dx, where U is the “anisotropic geometric mean” given by U(t, x) = m∏ j=1 (u_j ∘ B_j )^{cj}

and u_j is a solution to the heat equation ∂_tu_j = Δu_j with non-negative initial data. Although it is not immediate from the argument we presented in the previous section, one can show that U satisfies ∂_tU ≤ ΔU; that is, U is a subsolution of the corresponding heat equation. Formally at least, the monotonicity of Q can be seen in this way since (4.1) Q^′(t) = ∫ R^n ∂_tU(t, x) dx ≤ ∫ R^n ΔU(t, x) dx = 0. In fact, in the case of geometric Brascamp–Lieb data, it is more generally true that if u_j are non-negative subsolutions for j = 1, . . . , m_+ and non-negative supersolutions for j = m_+ + 1, . . . , m, then ∂_tU ≤ ΔU; in other words (4.2) c_j (∂_tu_j − Δu_j ) ≤ 0 (j = 1, . . . , m) ⇒ ∂_tU − ΔU ≤ 0. This observation is a kind of reverse counterpart to the observation, or “closure property”, (4.3) ∂_tu_j − Δu_j ≥ 0 (j = 1, . . . , m) ⇒ ∂_tU − ΔU ≥ 0 recently presented in [18]; in the manner described above, the closure property (4.3) generates the forward version of the geometric Brascamp–Lieb inequality (i.e. F(B, c) = 1 for geometric Brascamp–Lieb data). The perspective taken in the article [18] is that it is natural to place oneself in the framework of sub/supersolutions to heat equations since collections of sub/supersolutions are closed under a wide variety of operations (and this is not the case for bona fide solutions). As a result, one is able to generate, in a systematic manner by combining various closure properties, monotone quantities which underpin a number of fundamental inequalites in geometric analysis and neighbouring fields.

In this section, we build on [18] and present a new closure property which generalizes (4.2) to general Brascamp–Lieb data; later we apply our closure property as a key step in our proof of Theorem 2.1.

For any Brascamp–Lieb datum (B, c, Q) and gaussian input A = (A_j )^m_{j=1}, with A_j ∈ S_+(R^{nj} ), we write

M(B, c; A) := m∑ j=1 c_j B^∗_j A_j B_j and ~M(B, c, Q; A) := M(B, c; A) + Q.

When there is no danger of any confusion, we shall often omit the dependence on the data and simply write M(A) and ~M(A) (sometimes we may also drop the dependence on A).

Theorem 4.1. Let (B, c, G, Q) be a non-degenerate generalized Brascamp–Lieb datum and suppose ~M(A) is positive definite. Assume further that

(4.4) c_j (A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M(A)^{−1}B^∗_j ) ≤ 0 and (4.5) (A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M(A)^{−1}B^∗_j )(G_j − A_j ) = 0

for j = 1, . . . , m. Given u_j : (1, ∞)×R^{nj} → (0, ∞) for j = 1, . . . , m, let U : (1, ∞)×R^n → (0, ∞) be given by U(t, x) := t^{−α} m+1∏ j=0 u_j (t, B_j x)^{cj} . Here α :=^1_2 (n − ∑_{m+1} j=0 c_j n_j ), c_0 = 1, c_{m+1} = −1, and u_0 and u_{m+1} are given by

∂_tu_0 = 1 4π div (Q^{−1}_+ ∇u_0), u_0(1) = g_{Q+} ,

∂_tu_{m+1} = 1 4π div (Q^{−1}_− ∇u_{m+1}), u_{m+1}(1) = g_{Q−} .

If (4.6) c_j (∂_tu_j − 1 4π div(A^{−1}_j ∇u_j )) ≤ 0 and D^2(log u_j ) ≥ − 2πG_j t for j = 1, . . . , m, then

(4.7) ∂_tU − 1 4π div( ~M(A)^{−1}∇U) ≤ 0.

Remarks. (1) When we apply Theorem 4.1, A will be such that the gaussian input (g_{Aj} )^m_{j=1} minimizes the inverse Brascamp–Lieb constant over all gaussian inputs of type G. For such a minimizer, we shall see (in Lemma 5.3) that conditions of the form (4.4) and (4.5) are satisfied.

(2) Suppose u_j : (1, ∞) × R^{nj} → (0, ∞) is a solution to the heat equation

∂_tu_j = 1 4π div (A^{−1}_j ∇u_j ), u_j (1, x_j ) = f_j (x_j ),

where f_j ∈ T(G_j ). Then we know from (3.19) that u_j ∈ T((G^{−1}_j + (t − 1)A^{−1}_j )^{−1}). Thus, if A_j ≤ G_j then we have u_j ∈ T(t^{−1}G_j ) and it follows from Lemma 3.3 that D^2(log u_j ) ≥ −2πt^{−1}G_j . In this sense, the log-convexity component in the assumption (4.6) is reasonable. At the end of this subsection, we add a few further remarks on this.

(3) Theorem 4.1 is very much in the spirit of [18, Theorem 3.7] in which it is shown that U is a supersolution in the case Q = 0, c_j > 0, and A_j = G_j for each j; that is, in such a setting, if A^{−1}_j −B_j M(A)^{−1}B^∗_j ≥ 0 for each j, then we have ∂_tU −^1_{4π} div(M(A)^{−1}∇U) ≥ 0 under the assumption that ∂_tu_j − 1 4π div(A^{−1}_j ∇u_j ) ≥ 0 and D^2(log u_j ) ≥ − 2πA_j t . In fact, [18, Theorem 3.7] also provides the conclusion that U obeys the log-convexity inequality

D^2(log U) ≥ − 2πM(A) 2t , which can be easily deduced from the identity

(4.8) D^2(log U) = m∑ j=1 c_j B^∗_j D^2(log u_j )B_j

and the positivity of each c_j . In the setting of mixed signatures for the c_j in Theorem 4.1, a closure property related to the log-convexity assumption seems less apparent.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. For simplicity, we write ~M = ~M(A) in this proof. Let us denote A_0 := Q_+ and A_{m+1} := Q_− in which case the decomposition (3.10) can be seen as Q = c_0B^∗_0 A_0B_0 + c_{m+1}B^∗_{m+1}A_{m+1}B_{m+1}. By straightforward computations

(4.9) ∂_tU U (t, x) = − α t + m+1∑ j=0 c_j ∂_tu_j u_j (t, B_j x). Similarly, we have (4.10) ∇U(t, x) = U(t, x) m+1∑ j=0 c_j B^∗_j v_j (t, B_j x), where v_j := ∇ log u_j , from which it follows that

div( ~M^{−1}∇U) U (t, x) = m+1∑ j=0 c_j div(B_j ~M^{−1}B^∗_j v_j ) + ⟨w, ~M^{−1}w⟩,

where w := ∑_{m+1} j=0 c_j B^∗_j v_j . Here, and in what follows, on the right-hand side we are suppressing the argument of the functions; precisely speaking, we should write u_j (t, B_j x), v_j (t, B_j x) and w(t, x).

From (4.6) and definitions of u_0, u_{m+1}, we have that ∂_tU U (t, x) ≤ − α t + 1 4π m+1∑ j=0 c_j div(A^{−1}_j ∇u_j ) u_j = − α t + 1 4π m+1∑ j=0 c_j div(A^{−1}_j v_j ) + 1 4π m+1∑ j=0 c_j ⟨v_j , A^{−1}_j v_j ⟩

and therefore U^{−1} ( ∂_tU − 1 4π div( ~M^{−1}∇U) ) (t, x) ≤ 1 4π (I + II), where I := −⟨w, ~M^{−1}w⟩ + m+1∑ j=0 c_j ⟨v_j , A^{−1}_j v_j ⟩

II := − 4πα t + m+1∑ j=0 c_j div((A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M^{−1}B^∗_j )v_j ).

Since (B_0, B_+) is surjective from the non-degeneracy assumption, we know from (3.8) in Lemma 3.2 that I ≤ 0. For II, we write II = − 4πα t + m+1∑ j=0 tr(c_j (A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M^{−1}B^∗_j )D^2 log u_j ).

From (4.4), (4.6) and (4.5), it follows that for j = 1, . . . , m,

tr(c_j (A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M^{−1}B^∗_j )D^2 log u_j ) ≤ − 2π t tr(c_j (A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M^{−1}B^∗_j )G_j ) = − 2πc_j t tr((A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M^{−1}B^∗_j )A_j ) = − 2πc_j t (n_j − tr( ~M^{−1}B^∗_j A_j B_j )).

On the other hand, for j = 0, m + 1, from the explicit formula (3.19) we know that

D^2(log u_j ) = − 2πA_j t .

Hence, regardless of the sign of A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M^{−1}B^∗_j , we have that

tr(c_j (A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M^{−1}B^∗_j )D^2 log u_j )= − 2π t tr(c_j (A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M^{−1}B^∗_j )A_j ) = − 2πc_j t (n_j − tr( ~M^{−1}B^∗_j A_j B_j )) for j = 0, m + 1. Therefore, from the definition of ~M, we get II ≤ − 4πα t − 2π t m+1∑ j=0 c_j (n_j − tr( ~M^{−1}B^∗_j A_j B_j )) = 0. □

We end this subsection with two further observations related to Remarks (2) and (3) after the statement of Theorem 4.1. The first concerns the analogue of Theorem 4.1 for which c_j > 0 for all j = 1, . . . , m (in which case we drop the non-degenerate condition and assume Q ≥ 0, namely n_{m+1} = 0). It is clear from the above proof (and (4.8)) that in such a case, if we assume A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M(A)^{−1}B^∗_j ≥ 0 and (4.5), then (4.11) ∂_tu_j − 1 4π div(A^{−1}_j ∇u_j ) ≥ 0 and D^2(log u_j ) ≥ − 2πG_j t for j = 1, . . . , m imply

(4.12) ∂_tU − 1 4π div( ~M(A)^{−1}∇U) ≥ 0 and D^2(log U) ≥ − 2π ~M(G) 2t . This observation extends [18, Theorem 3.7] to the setting A ≤ G and Q ≥ 0.

Our second observation here concerns the log-convexity assumption in (4.6), and we claim that it would be reasonable to assume (4.13) D^2(log u_j ) ≥ −2π(G^{−1}_j + (t − 1)A^{−1}_j )^{−1}.

Indeed, as we have noted several times, solutions of the heat equation (3.15) with u_j (1, ·) ∈ T(G_j ) satisfy u_j (t, ·) ∈ T((G^{−1}_j + (t − 1)A^{−1}_j )^{−1}), and hence (4.13) by Lemma 3.3. We claim that, when c_j > 0 for all j = 1, . . . , m, then (4.13) is also closed under the operation (u_1, . . . , u_m) → U in the sense that (4.14) D^2(log U) ≥ −2π( ~M(G)^{−1} + (t − 1) ~M(A)^{−1})^{−1}. To see this, following the notation in [54] we write X : Y := (X^{−1} + Y^{−1})^{−1} for the harmonic mean of the positive semi-definite transformations X and Y , and note the fundamental facts (see, for example, [54, Corollary 3.1.6]):

(I) S^∗(X : Y )S ≤ (S^∗XS) : (S^∗Y S).

(II) (X_1 : Y_1) + (X_2 : Y_2) ≤ (X_1 + X_2) : (Y_1 + Y_2).

If we first use (4.8) and (4.13), we get

D^2(log U) ≥ −2π m∑ j=0 c_j B^∗_j (G_j : A_{j,t})B_j

where c_0 = 1, A_0 = G_0 = Q_+ and A_{j,t} := (t − 1)^{−1}A_j . However (_m∑ j=0 c_j B^∗_j G_j B_j ) : (_m∑ j=0 c_j B^∗_j A_{j,t}B_j ) ≥ m∑ j=0 (c_j B^∗_j G_j B_j : c_j B^∗_j A_{j,t}B_j )

= m∑ j=0 c_j (B^∗_j G_j B_j : B^∗_j A_{j,t}B_j )

≥ m∑ j=0 c_j B^∗_j (G_j : A_{j,t})B_j ,

where we have successively applied (II) (in an iterative way for sums of m transformations), linearity, and (I). This yields (4.14).

We incorporate the preceding observation into the following (independent) result in the spirit of [18, Theorem 3.7].

Theorem 4.2. Let (B, c) be a Brascamp–Lieb datum with c_j > 0 for all j = 1, . . . , m and Q = B^∗_0 Q_+B_0 ≥ 0. Suppose A = (A_j )^m_{j=1}, G = (G_j )^m_{j=1}, with A_j , G_j ∈ S_+(R^{nj} ), are such that ~M(A) and ~M(G) are positive definite. Assume further that A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M(A)^{−1}B^∗_j ≥ 0 and (A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M(A)^{−1}B^∗_j )(G_j − A_j ) = 0 for j = 1, . . . , m. Given u_j : (1, ∞)×R^{nj} → (0, ∞) for j = 1, . . . , m, let U : (1, ∞)×R^n → (0, ∞) be given by U(t, x) := t^{−α} m∏ j=0 u_j (t, B_j x)^{cj} , where α :=^1_2 (n − ∑_m j=0 c_j n_j ), c_0 = 1, and u_0 be as in Theorem 4.1. If ∂_tu_j ≥ 1 4π div(A^{−1}_j ∇u_j )) and D^2(log u_j ) ≥ −2π(G^{−1}_j + (t − 1)A^{−1}_j )^{−1} for j = 1, . . . , m, then ∂_tU ≥ 1 4π div( ~M(A)^{−1}∇U) and D^2(log U) ≥ −2π( ~M(G)^{−1} + (t − 1) ~M(A)^{−1})^{−1}.

5. Proof Theorem 2.1

The proof makes use of the key decomposition in Proposition 3.4.

Section 5.1. Inspired by ideas in [22], we begin by establishing Theorem 2.1 in the socalled “gaussian extremizable” case (see Definition 5.1 below for the precise definition) via a heat-flow monotonicity argument; see Theorem 5.2. At this stage, we appeal to Theorem 4.1.

Section 5.2. In order to effectively reduce to the gaussian extremizable case, we introduce the notion of “amplifying data” (Definition 5.4), for which gaussian extremizers always exist, and then complete the proof of Theorem 2.1 by showing that arbitrary non-degenerate Brascamp–Lieb data can be approximated in an appropriate sense by amplifying data. Before beginning the proof of Theorem 2.1, we recall the notation

M(B, c; A) := m∑ j=1 c_j B^∗_j A_j B_j

for any Brascamp–Lieb datum (B, c) and input A = (A_j )^m_{j=1}, with A_j ∈ S_+(R^{nj} ). We shall write A_+ := (A_j )^{m+}_{j=1} and A_− := (A_j )^m_{j=m+ +1}, and similarly for c_± and G_±. Using this notation, for example, the non-degeneracy condition (2.5) becomes M(B_+, c_+; G_+) + Q > 0.

Also it is natural to introduce the class (5.1) Λ(B, c, Q) := { A = (A_j )^m_{j=1} : A_j ∈ S_+(R^{nj} ), M(B, c; A) + Q > 0 } . For example, by definition, we have BL(B, c, Q; A) < ∞ if and only if A ∈ Λ(B, c, Q). Also we note that the non-degenerate condition (1.7) ensures that Λ(B, c, Q) is non-empty; see [15, Proposition 2.2]. In fact, we have already used this observation in the remark after Lemma 3.7 in showing that Theorem 2.1 implies Theorem 1.3.

5.1. Gaussian extremizable data. First we introduce the definition of gaussian extremizable data and then proceed to show that Theorem 2.1 holds for such data. Definition 5.1 (Gaussian extremizable data). The generalized Brascamp–Lieb datum (B, c, G, Q) is said to be gaussian extremizable if I_g(B, c, Q, G) = BL(B, c, Q; A), for some A ∈ Λ(B, c, Q) with A ≤ G, and (with a slight abuse of terminology) we refer to such A as a gaussian extremizer.

Theorem 5.2. Let (B, c, Q, G) be a non-degenerate generalized Brascamp–Lieb datum. Then the following are equivalent. (1) (B, c, Q, G) is gaussian extremizable.

(2) There exists A ∈ Λ(B, c, Q) with A ≤ G satisfying (4.4) and (4.5) for j = 1, . . . , m. (3) There exists A ∈ Λ(B, c, Q) with A ≤ G, such that I(B, c, Q, G) = I_g(B, c, Q, G) = BL(B, c, Q; A) ∈ (0, ∞).

The first thing to notice is that the implication (3) ⇒ (1) is just a consequence of the definition of gaussian extremizability. Also, the implication (1) ⇒ (2) is a consequence of the following.

Lemma 5.3. Suppose the non-degenerate generalized Brascamp–Lieb datum (B, c, Q, G) is gaussian extremizable. Then for any gaussian extremizer A ∈ Λ(B, c, Q) with A ≤ G we have (5.2) c_j (A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M^{−1}B^∗_j ) ≤ 0 and (5.3) (A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M^{−1}B^∗_j )(G_j − A_j ) = 0 for all j = 1, . . . , m, where ~M := M(B, c; A) + Q.

Proof of Lemma 5.3. We follow the basic strategy behind the argument in the proof of [22, Corollary 8.11] with certain minor simplifications. We also remark that ~M > 0 since A ∈ Λ(B, c, Q).

The gaussian extremizability assumption implies (5.4) Φ(X) ≥ Φ(A) for all X ≤ G, where Φ(X) := m∑ j=1 c_j log det X_j − log det (_m∑ j=1 c_j B^∗_j X_j B_j + Q ) . We also have the identity (5.5) d dε Φ(A_1, . . . , A_j + εD_j , . . . , A_m)|_{ε=0+} = c_j tr ((A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M^{−1}B^∗_j )D_j ) for any linear map D_j : R^{nj} → R^{nj} , which can easily be checked using the fact that log det(I + εA) = (trA)ε + O(ε^2).

Now we fix j ∈ {1, . . . , m}. Since A_j ≤ G_j , for arbitrary N_j ≤ 0 we clearly have 0 < A_j + εN_j ≤ G_j for all sufficiently small ε > 0.

Thus it follows from (5.4) that (5.6) d dε Φ(A_1, . . . , A_j + εN_j , . . . , A_m)|_{ε=0+} ≥ 0. From (5.5) we obtain (5.7) tr (c_j (A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M^{−1}B^∗_j )N_j ) ≥ 0 for all N_j ≤ 0 and (5.2) follows.

To show (5.3), we write P_j := −c_j (A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M^{−1}B^∗_j ) Q_j := G_j − A_j and we begin with the seemingly weaker claim (5.8) tr (P_j Q_j ) = 0. To see (5.8), since Q_j ≥ 0 we clearly have 0 < A_j + εQ_j ≤ G_j for all ε ∈ (0, 1).

Therefore, from (5.4) and (5.5) we have tr (P_j Q_j ) ≤ 0.

On the other hand, we may apply (5.7) with N_j = −Q_j to see tr (P_j Q_j ) ≥ 0 and hence (5.8).

To obtain (5.3) from (5.8), we note that the cyclic property of the trace gives tr (R^∗_j R_j ) = 0, where R_j := P^{1/2}_j Q^{1/2}_j . This means R_j = 0 and hence P_j Q_j = P^{1/2}_j R_j Q^{1/2}_j = 0, concluding our proof of (5.3). □

Proof of Theorem 5.2. With Lemma 5.3 in mind, to prove Theorem 5.2 it remains to show the implication (2) ⇒ (3), and thus we assume (2). Making use of the decomposition (3.10) of Q, given an arbitrary A ∈ Λ(B, c, Q) with A ≤ G satisfying (4.4) and (4.5), it suffices by Lemma 3.9 to show

(5.9) ∫ R^n m+1∏ j=0 f_j (B_j x)^{cj} dx ≥ BL(B, c, Q; A) m∏ j=1 ( ∫ R^{nj} f_j )_{cj} , for arbitrary f ∈ N(G), where c_0 = 1, c_{m+1} = −1, and f_0(x_0) := e^{−π⟨x0,Q+x0⟩}, f_{m+1}(x_{m+1}) := e^{−π⟨xm+1,Q−xm+1⟩}. Our strategy is to use a heat-flow monotonicity argument and to set things up we regard the left-hand side of (5.9) as Q(1), where (5.10) Q(t) := ∫ R^n U(t, x) dx and U(t, x) := t^{−α} m+1∏ j=0 u_j (t, B_j x)^{cj} with α := 1 2 ( n − m+1∑ j=0 c_j n_j ) . Here, the function u_j satisfies the heat equation (5.11) ∂_tu_j = 1 4π div (A^{−1}_j ∇u_j ), u_j (1, x_j ) = f_j (x_j ) for j = 0, . . . , m + 1, where A_0 := Q_+, A_{m+1} := Q_−.

In order to prove (5.9), it suffices to show that Q given by (5.10) is non-increasing on (1, ∞). Indeed, from the non-increasingness of Q we may obtain ∫ R^n m+1∏ j=0 f_j (B_j x)^{cj} dx = Q(1) ≥ lim inf_{t→∞} Q(t).

Furthermore, by an elementary change of variables we may write

Q(t) = ∫ R^n m+1∏ j=0 ( t^{nj /2}u_j (t, √ tB_j y) )_{cj} dy and thus Fatou’s lemma and (3.20) imply

lim inf t→∞ Q(t) ≥ ∫ R^n m+1∏ j=0 ( (det A_j )^{1/2}e^{−π⟨Bj y,Aj Bj y⟩} ∫ R^{nj} f_j )_{cj} dy

= ( ∏m_{j=1}(det A_j )_{cj} det ~M )_{1/2 m}∏ j=1 ( ∫ R^{nj} f_j )_{cj} .

In order to verify that Q is non-increasing we shall make use of Theorem 4.1. Thanks to the assumption (2) we know that (4.4) and (4.5) are satisfied for j = 1, . . . , m. Hence we deduce from Theorem 4.1 that U satisfies ∂_tU ≤ 1 4π div( ~M^{−1}∇U)

and we would like to rigorously argue along the lines of (4.1) in order to show that Q is non-increasing. First, we justify the integration by parts step, and then show that one can interchange the time derivative and the integral.

Take ε > 0 sufficiently small (specified momentarily) and note the bound m∏ j=1 u_j (t, B_j x)^{cj} ≤ C_∗(t, ε)(1 + |x|^2)^N e^{−(1−ε)π⟨x,t−1M+x⟩} given by (3.18) in Lemma 3.10, where N := ∑_m j=m_+ +1 |cj |nj , M+ := M(B+, c+; A+),

and C_∗(t, ε) is a constant depending on t, B, c, A, G, and f, which is locally uniformly bounded in t. Since u_j (t, x_j ) = t^{− nj2} e^{−π⟨xj ,t−1 Aj xj ⟩} for j = 0, m + 1 where we recall that A_0 = Q_+, A_{m+1} = Q_−, c_0 = 1, and c_{m+1} = −1, we have (5.12) U(t, x) ≤ C_∗(t, ε)(1 + |x|^2)^N e^{−π⟨x,t−1P (ε)x⟩} with P (ε) := (1 − ε)M_+ + Q.

Since A ∈ Λ(B, c, Q) it follows that M_+ + Q > 0 and thus P (ε) > 0 by choosing ε > 0 sufficiently small depending on B, c and A; consequently, U is rapidly decreasing in space locally uniformly in time. By (4.10) and (3.16) we have |∇U(t, x)| ≤ C_∗(t, ε)U(t, x) m+1∑ j=0 |c_j |(1 + |x|)^{nj} and therefore |∇U(t, x)| is rapidly decreasing in space locally uniformly in time. Hence, from the divergence theorem we have lim_{R→∞} ∫ |x|≤R div( ~M^{−1}∇U)(t, x) dx = 0 for each fixed t > 1.

In order to see that Q^′(t) = ∫ ∂_tU(t, x) dx, we use the identity (4.9) along with the bounds (3.17) and (5.12) to see that |∂_tU(t, x)| is rapidly decreasing in space locally uniformly in time.

From the above, we have

Q^′(t) = ∫ R^n ∂_tU(t, x) dx ≤ 1 4π ∫ R^n div( ~M^{−1}∇U)(t, x) dx = 0 and we have the desired monotonicity of Q on (1, ∞). □

Remarks. (1) One may establish Theorem 5.2 in a similar manner to our sketch proof of Theorem 3.1 in Section 3. The same line of reasoning was used in [22, Proposition 8.9] in the case of the forward Brascamp–Lieb inequality and their heat-flow argument was abstracted in [22, Lemma 2.6]. By proceeding via Theorem 4.1 we have kept our proof self contained, and, as explained in the previous section, we believe that the closure property in Theorem 4.1 is of wider independent interest.

(2) An inspection of the arguments in Section 5.1 reveals that the full strength of the non-degeneracy assumption (i.e. both (1.7) and (2.5)) was not required, and the condition (2.5) can be dropped at this stage. The condition (2.5) will, however, be important for the arguments in the forthcoming Section 5.2.

(3) One can make use of the above argument with Theorem 4.2 instead of Theorem 4.1 to derive the analogous statement to Theorem 5.2 for the forward Brascamp–Lieb inequality as follows. Let Q ≥ 0, G = (G_j )^m_{j=1}, with G_j ∈ S_+(R^{nj} ), and the Brascamp–Lieb datum (B, c) be non-degenerate in the sense of [22] (namely c_j > 0, B_j is surjective for all j = 1, . . . , m, and ⋂_m j=1 ker B_j = {0}). Then we have

F(B, c, Q, G) = BL(B, c, Q; A)

for some A ≤ G if and only if A satisfies

A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M(A)B^∗_j ≥ 0, (A^{−1}_j − B_j ~M(A)B^∗_j )(G_j − A_j ) = 0.

5.2. Approximation by amplifying data and the proof of Theorem 2.1. In the case of the forward Brascamp–Lieb inequality, in order to reduce to the gaussianextremizable case, the argument in [22] naturally made use of so-called localized data, which means B_j = id and c_j = 1 for some j ∈ {1, . . . , m}. In the framework of the inverse inequality, and in particular when B_+ is bijective, the condition for localized data corresponds to the case m_+ = 1 and such a restrictive class of data cannot be expected to play an important role in reducing to the gaussian-extremizable case. Instead, we introduce the following notion.

Definition 5.4 (Amplifying data). The generalized Brascamp–Lieb datum (B, c, Q, G) is said to amplifying if B_j = id_Rn and |c_j | > max{c_1, . . . , c_{m+} } − 1 hold for some j ∈ {m_+ + 1, . . . , m}.

The crucial properties of amplifying data is that they are gaussian extremizable and are able to approximate (in an appropriate sense) any non-degenerate data; we establish these facts in Lemmas 5.5 and 5.6 below.

Lemma 5.5. Suppose the non-degenerate generalized Brascamp–Lieb datum (B, c, Q, G) is amplifying. Then (B, c, Q, G) is gaussian extremizable and in particular, from Theorem 5.2, we have I(B, c, Q, G) = I_g(B, c, Q, G).

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume B_m = id_Rn and |c_m| > max{c_1, . . . , c_{m+} } − 1.

In this proof, we suppress the dependence on (B, c) and write

M(A) = m∑ j=1 c_j B^∗_j A_j B_j .

Our first simple but important remark is that (5.13) I_g(B, c, G, Q) < ∞.

To see this, first note that B^∗_0 Q_+B_0 + M(G_+) − B^∗_{m+1}Q_−B_{m+1} > 0 follows immediately from (2.5). Thus, if we consider A ≤ G such that A_+ = G_+ and the components of A_− are chosen to be sufficiently small depending on (B, c, Q, G), then

M(A) + Q = B^∗_0 Q_+B_0 + M(A_+) − B^∗_{m+1}Q_−B_{m+1} + M(A_−) > 0. Hence we clearly have (5.13).

Next, by a continuous extension I_g(B, c, Q, G) = inf_{0≤Aj ≤Gj} j=1,...,m BL(B, c, Q; A)

and thus there exists A^⋆ such that 0 ≤ A^⋆_j ≤ G_j for j = 1, . . . , m and I_g(B, c, G, Q) = BL(B, c, Q; A^⋆).

Our proof will be complete once we show that A^⋆_j > 0 for each j = 1, . . . , m and A^⋆ ∈ Λ(B, c, Q). The latter claim is easily dealt with since A^⋆ /∈ Λ(B, c, Q) means BL(B, c, Q; A^⋆) = ∞ and this contradicts (5.13).

Our remaining goal is to show A^⋆_j > 0 for each j = 1, . . . , m. We suppose, for a contradiction, that det A^⋆_ℓ = 0 for some ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , m} and consider any A^{(ε)} ≤ G which converges to A^⋆. We shall show that (5.14) lim_{ε→0} BL(B, c, Q; A^{(ε)}) = ∞

and thus contradict (5.13). In order to show (5.14), it clearly suffices to consider those ε > 0 such that M(A^{(ε)}) + Q > 0 in which case we have

(5.15) BL(B, c, Q; A^{(ε)}) = ∏_{m+} j=1(det A^{(ε)}_j )^{cj} ∏_m k=m_++1(det A (ε) k )^{−|ck |} det (M(A^{(ε)}) + Q) . Suppose first det A^⋆_ℓ = 0 with ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , m_+} and, without loss of generality, we suppose ℓ = 1. In this case we estimate from below

BL(B, c, Q; A^{(ε)}) ≥ C(G)

(det A^{(ε)}_m )^{−|cm|} det (B^∗_0 Q_+B_0 + M(A^{(ε)}_+ ))

m_+∏

j=1 (det A^{(ε)}_j )^{cj} ,

where C(G) is a positive constant depending only on G. Here we have also used the fact determinant respects the ordering of semi-definite positive matrices. Since B_m = id_Rn we have B^∗_0 Q_+B_0 + M(A^{(ε)}_+ ) − |c_m|A^{(ε)}_m ≥ M(A^{(ε)}) + Q > 0 and therefore det(B^∗_0 Q_+B_0 + M(A^{(ε)}_+ )) ≥ |c_m|^n det A^{(ε)}m . Also, the bijectivity of (B_0, B_+) implies

det (B^∗_0 Q_+B_0 + M(A^{(ε)}_+ )) = det Q_+

m_+∏

j=1 c^{nj}_j det A^{(ε)}_j .

Therefore

BL(B, c, Q; A^{(ε)}) ≥ C(c, G)(det Q_+)^{−|cm|−1}

m_+∏

j=1 (det A^{(ε)}_j )^{cj −1−|cm|} and hence, using that c_j − 1 − |c_m| < 0 for j = 1, . . . , m_+, we have BL(B, c, Q; A^{(ε)}) ≥ C(c, G, Q_+)(det A^{(ε)}_1 )^{c1 −1−|cm|} for appropriate positive constants C(c, G) and C(c, G, Q_+). Since det A^{(ε)}_1 → 0 and c_1 − 1 − |c_m| < 0 we obtain (5.14).

In the remaining case we have det A^⋆_ℓ = 0 with ℓ ∈ {m_+ + 1, . . . , m} and we may suppose det A^⋆_j > 0 for each j ∈ {1, . . . , m_+} (otherwise the above argument applies). In this case it is clear that ∏_{m+} j=1(det A^{(ε)}_j )^{cj} ≥ C(A^⋆) for sufficiently small ε > 0 and appropriate positive constant C(A^⋆). Thus it is clear that the numerator in (5.15) tends to infinity as ε tends to zero. Also, det (M(A^{(ε)}) + Q) ≤ 2det (M(A^⋆) + Q) < ∞ for all ε > 0 sufficiently small, and hence (5.14) trivially follows. □

The following lemma ensures the approximation of arbitrary generalized Brascamp–Lieb datum by amplifying data.

Lemma 5.6. Suppose (B, c, Q, G) is a non-degenerate generalized Brascamp–Lieb datum. Then, for any c_+ > 0 we have (5.16) I(B, c, Q, G) = lim_{λ↓0} λ^{nc+/2}I((B, id_Rn), (c, −c_+), Q, (G, λid_Rn)) and (5.17) I_g(B, c, Q, G) = lim_{λ↓0} λ^{nc+/2}I_g((B, id_Rn), (c, −c_+), Q, (G, λid_Rn)).

Proof. For arbitrary f ∈ N(G), since (B_0, B_+) is bijective, we may apply the dominated convergence theorem to see ∫ R^n e^{−π⟨x,Qx⟩} m∏ j=1 f_j (B_j x)^{cj} dx

= lim_{λ↓0} ∫ R^n e^{−π⟨x,Qx⟩} m∏ j=1 f_j (B_j x)^{cj} e^{πc+⟨x,λidRnx⟩} dx

= lim_{λ↓0} λ^{nc+/2} ∫ R^n e^{−π⟨x,Qx⟩} m∏ j=1 f_j (B_j x)^{cj} g_{λidRn} (x)^{−c+} dx

≥ lim_{λ↓0} λ^{nc+/2}I((B, id_Rn), (c, −c_+), Q, (G, λid_Rn)) m∏ j=1 ( ∫ R^{nj} f_j )_{cj}

which, thanks to Lemma 3.9, shows I(B, c, Q, G) ≥ lim_{λ↓0} λ^{nc+/2}I((B, id_Rn), (c, −c_+), Q, (G, λid_Rn)).

In order to obtain the converse inequality, for any λ > 0 and any (f, f_{m+1}) ∈ T(G) × T(λid_Rn), we need to bound ∫ R^n e^{−π⟨x,Qx⟩} m∏ j=1 f_j (B_j x)^{cj} f_{m+1}(x)^{−c+} dx

from below. Since f_{m+1} ∈ T(λid_Rn), we can write f_{m+1} = g_{λidRn} ∗dμ_{m+1} for some positive and finite Borel measure dμ_{m+1} and so we have f_{m+1}(x) = λ^{n/2} ∫ R^n e^{−λ|x−y|2} dμ_{m+1}(y) ≤ λ^{n/2} ∫ R^n f_{m+1} uniformly in x. This yields ∫ R^n e^{−π⟨x,Qx⟩} m∏ j=1 f_j (B_j x)^{cj} f_{m+1}(x)^{−c+} dx

≥ λ^{−nc+/2}I(B, c, Q, G) m∏ j=1 ( ∫ R^{nj} f_j )_{cj} ( ∫ R^n f_{m+1} )_{−c+}

which shows I((B, id_Rn), (c, −c_+), Q, (G, λid_Rn)) ≥ λ^{−nc+/2}I(B, c, Q, G), and we conclude (5.16). A similar argument yields (5.17). □

We are now in a position to remove the gaussian extremizability assumption in Theorem 5.2 and thus establish Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Choose any c_+ > 0 such that c_+ > max {c_1, . . . , c_{m+} } − 1. Then, for any λ > 0 it is clear that the augmented data ((B, id_Rn), (c, −c_+), Q, (G, λid_Rn)) is amplifying. Also, since (B, id_Rn)_+ = B_+ the augmented data is non-degenerate and hence we may apply Lemma 5.5 to give

I((B, id_Rn), (c, −c_+), Q, (G, λid_Rn)) = I_g((B, id_Rn), (c, −c_+), Q, (G, λid_Rn)).

Multiplying both sides by λ^{nc+/2} and taking the limit λ ↓ 0, we obtain the desired conclusion from Lemma 5.6. □

6. Further applications and remarks

6.1. Regularized forms of the Young convolution inequality. For c ∈ R, we introduce the constant

A_c := ( |1 − c|^{1−c} |c|^c )_{1/2} . The sharp form of the forward and inverse Young convolution inequality on R may be expressed as (6.1) F(B, c) = A_{c0} A_{c1} A_{c2} (c_0, c_1, c_2 ∈ (0, 1]) and (6.2) I(B, c) = A_{c0} A_{c1} A_{c2} (c_j < 0 for some j, and c_k ∈ [1, ∞) for k ≠ j), where, in both cases, the c_j satisfy the scaling condition c_0 +c_1 +c_2 = 2, and B_j : R^2 → R are given by (6.3) B_0(x, y) := x, B_1(x, y) := y, B_2(x, y) := x − y. The forward version (6.1) was established independently by Beckner [16] and Brascamp– Lieb [32]. In the same paper, Brascamp–Lieb [32] established^9 (6.2).

Under the scaling condition c_0 + c_1 + c_2 = 2, one has an invariance of extremizers under the isotropic rescaling f_j → f_j (R ·) and so it follows that one cannot hope to improve the constants in (6.1) and (6.2) even if one only considers f_j of type^{10 1}_{σj} for any σ_j > 0. However, by considering such f_j , one may relax the scaling condition and below we present a result of this type. To state the result, we use the notation ~A_{c,σ} := ( σ^{1−c} c )_{1/2} (c, σ > 0). 9Strictly speaking, it was proved in [32] that the inequality ‖f 1 ∗ f_2‖_{p0} ≥ A_{c0} A_{c1} A_{c2} ‖f_1‖_{p1} ‖f_2‖_{p2} holds when p_0, p_1, p_2 ∈ (0, 1], where c_0 := 1−^1_{p0} , c_1 :=^1_{p1} , c_2 :=^1_{p2} . As observed in [15, Example 2.14], in dual form (6.2), it becomes apparent that there is a symmetry amongst c_0, c_1, c_2, or equivalently, p^′_0, p_1, p_2. As clarified in [15, Example 2.14], the condition on the c_j in (6.2) is necessary and corresponds to the bijectivity of B_+.

10In this discussion, we use the notation 1 σj to facilitate a comparison with the related results in [17].

Corollary 6.1. Let B be given by (6.3). Given c_0 < 1 and c_1, c_2 > 0, suppose σ_0, σ_1, σ_2 > 0 satisfy

(6.4) σ_0 1 − c_0 = σ_1 c_1 + σ_2 c_2 and set G = (σ^{−1}_0 , σ^{−1}_1 , σ^{−1}_2 ).

(1) Suppose c_0, c_1, c_2 ∈ (0, 1). Then

(6.5) F(B, c, G) = ~A_{c1 ,σ1} ~A_{c2 ,σ2} ~A_{1−c0 ,σ0} holds if and only if

(6.6) c_0(1 − c_0) σ_0

≥ max { c_1(1 − c_1) σ_1 , c_2(1 − c_2) σ_2 } .

(2) Suppose c_0 < 0, c_1, c_2 ∈ [1, ∞). Then

(6.7) I(B, c, G) = ~A_{c1,σ1} ~A_{c2 ,σ2} ~A_{1−c0 ,σ0} holds if and only if

(6.8) c_0(1 − c_0) σ_0

≤ min { c_1(1 − c_1) σ_1 , c_2(1 − c_2) σ_2 } . Remarks. (1) Although the relaxation of the scaling condition is not explicit in the above statement, one can show that, when c_0, c_1, c_2 ∈ (0, 1), if (6.6) holds for some σ_j > 0 satisfying (6.4), then c_0 + c_1 + c_2 ≥ 2 holds. Similarly, when c_0 < 0, c_1, c_2 ∈ [1, ∞), it can be shown that if (6.8) holds for some σ_j > 0 satisfying (6.4), then c_0 + c_1 + c_2 ≤ 2 holds.

(2) Sharp forms of Young convolution inequalities have been previously considered in [17] (not in the dual setting, but in terms of the norm inequality). In particular, it follows from [17, Corollary 7] that (6.5) holds under the condition (6.6). However, the condition in [17] is that c_0 + c_1 + c_2 ≥ 2 and, for some α_1, α_2 ∈ [0, 1],

c_0 + α_1c_1 + α_2c_2 = 2 and c_1(1 − α_1c_1)σ_2 = c_2(1 − α_2c_2)σ_1. Although is not immediately obvious, one can show the equivalence of this condition with (6.6). The inverse inequality (6.7) under the relaxed scaling condition was not explicitly stated in [17], but the arguments there can be modified to show that (6.7) follows from (6.8).

(3) The meaning of (6.5) and (6.7) is that the regularized constants are attained “on the boundary”. In other words, for example, (6.7) is equivalent to (6.9) I(B, c, G) = BL(B, c; G).

As one would expect, the proof will proceed via Theorem 5.2 and, essentially, our contribution in Corollary 6.1 is showing that the conditions for gaussian extremizability in

Theorem 5.2 can be equivalently expressed in the simple form (6.8) (and similarly for the forward inequality).

Proof of Corollary 6.1. We give the details for the inverse case (since the forward case is similar) and hence assume c_0 < 0, c_1, c_2 ∈ [1, ∞). As remarked above, the goal is to show (6.9) is equivalent to (6.8).

From c_0 < 0, c_1, c_2 ∈ [1, ∞) it is immediate that the non-degenerate condition (1.8) is satisfied for our datum and hence we may apply Theorem 5.2 to see that (6.9) holds if and only if (6.10) Γ_0(G) ≥ 0, Γ_j (G) ≤ 0 (j = 1, 2), where

(6.11) Γ_j (a_0, a_1, a_2) := a^{−1}_j − ∑ k=0,1,2:k≠j ckak c_0c_1a_0a_1 + c_0c_2a_0a_2 + c_1c_2a_1a_2 for a_0, a_1, a_2 > 0. Indeed, a straightforward computation reveals that the condition (6.10) coincides with (4.4) (with A = G) for our datum.

From (6.4) it is easy to check that Γ_0(G) = 0 and thus it suffices to show that

(6.12) Γ_j (G) ≤ 0 ⇔ c_0(1 − c_0) σ_0 ≤ c_j (1 − c_j ) σ_j for j = 1, 2. To see this for j = 1, first note that (6.4) yields c_0c_1 σ_0σ_1 + c_0c_2 σ_0σ_2 + c_1c_2 σ_1σ_2 = 1 1 − c_0 c_1c_2 σ_1σ_2 and hence Γ_1(G) ≤ 0 is equivalent to

σ_1 ≤ (1 − c_0) σ_1σ_2 c_1c_2 ( c_0 σ_0 + c_2 σ_2 ). This, however, can be rearranged to^{c0(1−c0)}_{σ0} ≤^{c1(1−c1)}_{σ1} by making use of (6.4). The equivalence (6.12) for j = 2 can be verified in the same manner and this completes our proof. □

6.2. Regularized Prékopa–Leindler inequality. We begin by recalling the one dimensional Prékopa–Leindler inequality which states that if c_1, c_2 satisfy the scaling condition (6.13) c_1 + c_2 = 1, then for all nonnegative f_1, f_2 ∈ L^1(R),

(6.14) ( ∫ R f_1 )_{c1} ( ∫ R f_2 )_{c2} ≤ ∫ R ess sup

x_1,x_2∈R:

x=c_1x_1+c_2x_2

f_1(x_1)^{c1} f_2(x_2)^{c2} dx.

The necessity of the scaling condition (6.13) is an easy consequence of the scaling argument. As in the case for the Young convolution inequality, one might expect to salvage the Prékopa–Leindler inequality in a scale-free case c_1 + c_2 ≠ 1 by restricting inputs to regularized datum. For c_1, c_2 ∈ (0, 1] and σ_1, σ_2 > 0, we define PL(c, (σ^{−1}_1 , σ^{−1}_2 )) ∈ [0, ∞] to be the sharp constant for the inequality

(6.15) ( ∫ R f_1 )_{c1} ( ∫ R f_2 )_{c2} ≤ C ∫ R ess sup

x_1 ,x_2∈R:

x=c_1x_1+c_2x_2

f_1(x_1)^{c1} f_2(x_2)^{c2} dx,

where (f_1, f_2) ∈ T(σ^{−1}_1 ) × T(σ^{−1}_2 ). From Theorem 2.2, then we have that, regardless of c_1, c_2 ∈ (0, 1],

(6.16) PL(c, (σ^{−1}_1 , σ^{−1}_2 )) = ( inf 0<a_j ≤σ^{−1}_j : j=1,2 Φ_c(a_1, a_2) )_{−1/2} , where Φ_c(a_1, a_2) := a^{c1}_1 a^{c2}_2 ( c_1 a_1 + c_2 a_2 ) . Moreover one can show that PL(c, (σ^{−1}_1 , σ^{−1}_2 )) < ∞ as long as c_1 + c_2 < 1 and σ_1, σ_2 > 0. Here we use (6.16) to identify the exact constant under certain conditions on σ_1, σ_2. Corollary 6.2. Let c_1, c_2 ∈ (0, 1) satisfy c_1 + c_2 < 1. For σ_1, σ_2 > 0, it holds that

(6.17) PL(c, (σ^{−1}_1 , σ^{−1}_2 )) = Φ_c(σ^{−1}_1 , σ^{−1}_2 )^{−1/2} = ( σ^{c1}_1 σ^{c2}_2 c_1σ_1 + c_2σ_2 )_{1/2}

if and only if (6.18) c_1σ_1 + c_2σ_2 ≤ min{σ_1, σ_2}.

Proof. We begin with the sufficiency part. Observe that

∂_1Φ_c(a_1, a_2) = c_1a^{c1−1}_1 a^{c2}_2 ( − 1 − c_1

a_1 + c_2 a_2 ) , ∂_2Φ_c(a_1, a_2) = c_2a^{c1}_1 a^{c2−1}_2 ( c_1 a_1 − 1 − c_2 a_2 )

and hence ∂_1Φ_c(a_1, a_2) = ∂_2Φ_c(a_1, a_2) = 0 ⇔ c_1 + c_2 = 1.

In particular, in the case c_1 + c_2 < 1, there is no extremum on {(a_1, a_2) : 0 < a_j < σ^{−1}_j }. Hence the minimum of Φ_c(a_1, a_2) is attained on the boundary of [0, σ^{−1}_1 ] × [0, σ^{−1}_2 ]. Furthermore, since Φ_c(a_1, a_2) = ∞ if either a_1 = 0 or a_2 = 0, we see that inf 0<a_j <σ^{−1}_j Φ_c(a_1, a_2) = min ( inf 0<a_1<σ^{−1}_1

Φ_c(a_1, σ^{−1}_2 ), inf_{0<a2<σ−1} 2 Φ_c(σ^{−1}_1 , a_2) ) . Hence it suffices to investigate Φ_c(a_1, σ^{−1}_2 ) and Φ_c(a_1, σ^{−1}_2 ). For fixed σ^{−1}_1 , σ^{−1}_2 > 0, we see from the formula of ∂_j Φ_c that

∂_1Φ_c(a_1, σ^{−1}_2 ) = 0 ⇔ a_1 = a^∗_1 :=

1 − c_1 c_2σ_2 and similarly ∂_2Φ_c(σ^{−1}_1 , a_2) = 0 ⇔ a_2 = a^∗_2 :=

1 − c_2 c_1σ_1 . Now we appeal to our assumption c_1σ_1 + c_2σ_2 ≤ min (σ_1, σ_2). In fact, from this we see that a^∗_1 /∈ [0, σ^{−1}_1 ), a^∗_2 /∈ [0, σ^{−1}_2 ).

Namely, Φ_c(a_1, σ^{−1}_2 ) is monotone on [0, σ^{−1}_1 ] and similarly Φ_c(σ^{−1}_1 , a_2) is monotone on [0, σ^{−1}_2 ]. We conclude that inf 0<a_1 <σ^{−1}_1

Φ_c(a_1, σ^{−1}_2 ) = Φ_c(σ^{−1}_1 , σ^{−1}_2 ), inf_{0<a2<σ−1} 2 Φ_c(σ^{−1}_1 , a_2) = Φ_c(σ^{−1}_1 , σ^{−1}_2 )

which implies (6.17).

To show the necessity of (6.18), we define

Ψ(a_1, a_2) := log Φ_c(a_1, a_2) = ∑ j=1,2 c_j log a_j + log(c_1a^{−1}_1 + c_2a^{−1}_2 ), a_1, a_2 > 0.

Then from the assumption (6.17) we see that d dε Ψ(σ^{−1}_1 − ε, σ^{−1}_2 )|_{ε=0} := lim_{ε↓0} 1 ε ( Ψ(σ^{−1}_1 − ε, σ^{−1}_2 ) − Ψ(σ^{−1}_1 , σ^{−1}_2 ) ) ≥ 0. On the other hand, we have d dε Ψ(σ^{−1}_1 − ε, σ^{−1}_2 )|_{ε=0} = −c_1σ_1 + σ_1 − c_2 c_1σ^{−1}_2 + c_2σ^{−1}_1 and hence it follows that c_2 c_1σ^{−1}_2 + c_2σ^{−1}_1

− (1 − c_1)σ_1 ≤ 0

which yields c_1σ_1 + c_2σ_2 ≤ σ_1. Similarly, by considering a perturbation in a_2, we can obtain c_1σ_1 + c_2σ_2 ≤ σ_2. □

6.3. Regularized forms of hypercontractivity inequalities. We conclude this section with some remarks about the forward and inverse hypercontractivity inequalities of the form

(6.19) ‖e^{sL}(F^{1/p})‖_Lq_{(dγ)} ≤ ( ∫ R F dγ )_{1/p} (p > 1, s > 0) for all nonnegative F ∈ L^1(dγ), and

(6.20) ‖e^{sL}(F^{1/p})‖_Lq_{(dγ)} ≥ ( ∫ R F dγ )_{1/p} (0 ≠ p < 1, s > 0)

for all positive F ∈ L^1(dγ). Here, (e^{sL})_{s>0} is the Ornstein–Uhlenbeck semigroup given by e^{sL}F (x) := ∫ R F (e^{−s}x + (1 − e^{−2s})^{1/2}y) dγ(y), where γ is the density function of the standard normal distribution dγ(x) := g_{1/(2π)}(x)dx. Also, the exponents p, q ∈ R and s > 0 in (6.19) and (6.20) satisfy the relation

(6.21) e^{2s} = q − 1 p − 1 , and the constant 1 appearing in both inequalities is optimal. The forward inequality is due to Nelson [66] and the inverse inequality is due to Borell [25]; we refer the reader to, for example, [4] for further details about the importance of inequalities of this kind.

There are a number of ways to obtain (6.19) and (6.20), one of which is to write

‖e^{sL}(F^{1/p})‖_Lq_{(dγ)} = C‖(F g_{1/(2π)})^{1/p} ∗ g_⋆‖_Lq_{(dx)}

where C is a constant and g_⋆ is an isotropic gaussian (both explicitly computable). From this expression, one may obtain (6.19) and (6.20) from the sharp form of the forward and inverse Young convolution inequalities; see [16, Theorem 5]. Since one of the inputs is a fixed gaussian, the scale-invariance property of the Young convolution inequality for general inputs ceases to hold, and one may thus expect to improve the constant in (6.19) and (6.20) by restricting to inputs F which are regularized in an appropriate sense. One can obtain certain results of this type via Theorem 2.1 (and its forward counterpart) by using the representation ‖e^{sL}(F^{1/p})‖_Lq_{(dγ)} = C(p, s) ∫ R^2 e^{−π⟨x,Qx⟩} ∏ j=1,2 f_j (B_j x)^{cj} dx, where

C(p, s) := (2π)^{12 ( 1p + 1q′ )−1}(1 − e^{−2s})^{−1/2},

c_1 := 1 p , c_2 = 1 q^′ , B_j (x_1, x_2) := x_j , and Q := 1 2π(1 − e^{−2s}) ( 1 − (1 − e^{−2s})^1_p −e^{−s} −e^{−s} 1 − (1 − e^{−2s})^1_{q′} ) , f_1(x_1) := F (x_1)g_{1/(2π)}(x_1), f_2(x_2) := e^{sL}(F^{1/p})(x_2)^q ‖e^{sL}(F^{1/p})‖^q_{Lq (dγ)} g_{1/(2π)}(x_2).

We refrain from explicitly stating such results here since stronger results have been obtained in collaboration with Hiroshi Tsuji in [24] and we refer the reader there for precise statements. For instance, we also proved that the best constant for the logarithmic Sobolev inequality and Talagrand’s inequality can be improved by restricting inputs to certain regularized functions.

We also remark that it would be natural to consider bounds on more general gaussian kernel operators and to investigate the extent to which these are quantitatively improved upon by heat-flow regularization. For instance, it is already interesting to consider the gaussian kernel above for p, q that do not satisfy (6.21). For such data, the non-degeneracy condition (1.7) fails to hold and moreover one cannot expect a nontrivial Brascamp– Lieb constant, see [15] and [64]. From similar reasoning, such data does not appear to fit into the framework of the forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality in Theorem 2.2. However, the second author and Tsuji [64, 65] very recently observed that one can recover the Brascamp–Lieb inequality associated to such data if one restricts the inputs f_1, f_2 to be even functions, and moreover showed how such an improvement implies the functional Blaschke–Santaló inequality^{11}.

11For further information regarding the functional Blaschke–Santaló inequality, we refer the reader to

[3, 5, 36, 37, 44, 46, 47, 56, 57, 58]. For more detailed discussion about this new link to the volume product, including Mahler’s conjecture, we refer the interested reader to [64, 65].

Acknowledgements

The first author would like to thank Jon Bennett for numerous enlightening conversations around the subject of this work. The second author would like to thank the organizers of the Harmonic Analysis Seminar held at Shinshu University in 2020 where he learnt several ideas used in this work. Finally, both authors would like to express their sincere gratitude to an anonymous referee whose comments led to substantial improvements in the paper. In particular, the referee suggested to us that a result such as Theorem 2.2 should be true, and the manner in which it is equivalent to Theorem 2.1.

Appendix: On the equivalence between Theorems 2.1 and 2.2

Theorem 2.2 ⇒ Theorem 2.1. Fix a non-degenerate datum (B, c, Q, G) in the sense of (1.7) and (2.5), where the B_i are mappings from R^n to R^{ni} , i = 1, . . . , m. To show Theorem 2.1, it suffices to show ∫ R^n e^{−π⟨x,Qx⟩} m_+∏

i=1 f_i(B_ix)^{ci} m∏ j=m_+ +1 h_j (B_j x)^{cj} dx ≥ I m_+∏

i=1 ( ∫ R^ni f_i )_{ci m}∏ j=m_+ +1 ( ∫ R^{nj} h_j )_{cj} (6.22)

for f_i ∈ T(G_i) and h_j ∈ T(G_j ), where I := inf_{Ai≤Gi} i=1,...,m ∏_m i=1 ( det A_i

)^ci_2 det ( Q + ∑_m i=1 c_iB^∗_i A_iB_i ) 1_2 .

First we use Proposition 3.4 to decompose Q = B^∗_0 Q_+B_0 − B^∗_{m+1}Q_−B_{m+1}.

Here, Φ := (B_0, B_+) : R^n → E is bijective, where E := ⊕^{m+}_{i=0}R^{ni} . Also, ker B_+ ⊆ ker B_{m+1}, where Q_± are positive definite on R^{n0} and R^{nm+1} respectively. For reasons that will soon become apparent, we set Q_L := Q_+, Q_R := (Φ^{−1})^∗B^∗_{m+1}Q_−B_{m+1}Φ^{−1}.

Clearly we have (6.23) B_i ∘ Φ^{−1} = π_i, i = 0, 1, . . . , m_+ and, with this in mind, we see that (2.5) implies (in fact, is equivalent to)

(Φ^{−1})^∗ ( B^∗_0 Q_+B_0 − B_{m+1}Q_−B_{m+1} +

m_+∑

i=1 c_iB^∗_i G_iB_i ) Φ^{−1} > 0

and hence also

π^∗_0 Q_Lπ_0 − Q_R +

m_+∑

i=1 c_iπ^∗_i G_iπ_i > 0. (6.24)

With the non-degeneracy condition (2.7) in mind, at this point we also observe that (6.25) R^{n0} ⊕ {0} ⊕ · · · ⊕ {0} ⊆ ker Q_R holds. To see this, it clearly suffices to check B_{m+1}Φ^{−1}(x_0, 0, . . . , 0) = 0. However, B_+Φ^{−1}(x_0, 0, . . . , 0) = (B_1Φ^{−1}(x_0, 0, . . . , 0), . . . , B_{m+} Φ^{−1}(x_0, 0, . . . , 0)) = (π_1(x_0, 0, . . . , 0), . . . , π_{m+} (x_0, 0, . . . , 0)) = 0 and since ker B_+ ⊆ ker B_{m+1} we obtain the desired conclusion.

Next, given f_i ∈ T(G_i), i = 1, . . . , m_+ and h_j ∈ T(G_j ), j = m_+ + 1, . . . , m, we introduce the function h_{m+1} : E → R_+ by h_{m+1}(x) := e^{−π⟨π0x,Q+π0x⟩} m_+∏

i=1 f_i(B_i ∘ Φ^{−1}(x))^{ci}

× e^{π⟨Φ−1(x),B∗m+1Q−Bm+1 Φ−1(x)⟩} m∏ j=m_++1

h_j (B_j ∘ Φ^{−1}(x))^{cj} .

Setting T_j := B_j ∘ Φ^{−1} for j = m_+ + 1, . . . , m, and T_{m+1} = id, we then have h_{m+1}(T_{m+1}x) = e^{−π⟨π0x,QLπ0x⟩} m_+∏

i=1 f_i(π_ix)^{ci} × e^{π⟨x,QRx⟩} m∏ j=m_++1 h_j (T_j x)^{cj}

thanks to (6.23). In particular, (2.9) holds for inputs (f_i)^{m+}_{i=1} and (h_j )^{m+1}_{j=m+ +1}, and exponents d = ((c_i)^{m+}_{i=1}, (−c_{m++1}, . . . , −c_m, 1)). Therefore, we may apply Theorem 2.2 with D = ((T_j )^{m+1}_{j=m+ +1}, d, Q, ((G_i)^{m+}_{i=1}, (G_{m+ +1}, . . . , G_m, ∞))) to see (6.26)

m_+∏

i=1 ( ∫ R^{ni} f_i )_{ci m}∏ j=m_+ +1 ( ∫ R^{nj} h_j )_{cj} ≤ FR(D) ∫ E h_{m+1}, where FR(D) = sup ( det A

) 1_2^m∏ i=1 ( det A_i

)_−^ci_2

and the supremum is taken over all A_i ≤ G_i, i = 1, . . . , m, and A > 0 satisfying

(6.27) π^∗_0 Q_Lπ_0 +

m_+∑

i=1 c_iπ^∗_i A_iπ_i ≥ Q_R + m∑ j=m_++1

(−c_j )T^∗_j A_j T_j + A.

Here we remark that, strictly speaking, we are using a variant of Theorem 2.2 which admits h_{m+1} ∈ T(∞). Such a result can be quickly obtained from Theorem 2.2 by a limiting argument, and this explains why the above matrix A is an arbitrary positive definite matrix. The non-degeneracy condition is not affected by this limiting argument, and we have already verified it above in (6.24) and (6.25).

Notice that x_i = π_i(x_0, . . . , x_{m+} ) = B_iΦ^{−1}(x_0, . . . , x_{m+} ) from (6.23). Hence, by the change of variable Φ^{−1}(x_0, . . . , x_{m+} ) = y, we see that ∫ E h_{m+1}(x_0, . . . , x_{m+} ) dx_0 · · · dx_{m+}

= det Φ ∫ R^n e^{−π⟨y,B∗0 Q+B0y⟩}e^{π⟨y,B∗m+1Q− Bm+1y⟩} m_+∏

i=1 f_i(B_iy)^{ci} m∏ j=m_++1 h_j (B_j y)^{cj} dy. Hence, it follows from (6.26) that ∫ R^n e^{−π⟨x,Qx⟩} m_+∏

i=1 f_i(B_iy)^{ci} m∏ j=m_++1 h_j (B_j y)^{cj} dy

≥ FR(D)^{−1}det Φ^{−1}

m_+∏

i=1 ( ∫ R^ni f_i )_{ci m}∏ j=m_++1 ( ∫ R^{nj} h_j )_{cj} . It remains to estimate FR(D). To this end, we note that (6.27) is equivalent to

(Φ^{−1})^∗ ( Q + m∑ i=1 c_iB^∗_i A_iB_i ) Φ^{−1} ≥ A

and hence

det A ≤ 1 (det Φ)^2 det ( Q + m∑ i=1 c_iB^∗_i A_iB_i ) . This shows that

FR(D) ≤ 1 det Φ sup A_i≤G_i i=1,...,m det ( Q + m∑ i=1 c_iB^∗_i A_iB_i ) 1_{2 m}∏ i=1 ( det A_i

)_−^ci_2

= 1 det Φ × 1 I which concludes the proof of (6.22). □

Theorem 2.1 ⇒ Theorem 2.2. We follow a limiting argument due to Wolff and presented in [39, Section 4]. First, let us show the following.

Claim 6.3. Suppose D = (T, d, Q, G) is a generalized forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb datum which is non-degenerate (notation from Section 2.2 will prevail). Consider the Brascamp–Lieb datum (B, c, Q) defined by B := (π_1, . . . , π_I , T_1, . . . , T_J ), c := (d_1, . . . , d_I , −d(1), . . . , −d(J)), Q := π^∗_0 Q_Lπ_0 − Q_R.

If f_i ∈ T(G_i), h_j ∈ T(G(j)) and ~h ∈ T(∞) satisfy (6.28) e^{−π⟨π0x,QLπ0x⟩} I∏ i=1 f_i(π_ix)^{di} ≤ e^{−π⟨x,QRx⟩} J∏ j=1 h_j (T_j x)^{d(j)} × ~h(x), x ∈ E, then

(6.29) I(D) I∏ i=1 ( ∫ E_i f_i )_{di} ≤ J∏ j=1 ( ∫ E(j) h_j )_{d(j)} ∫ E ~h, where I(D) := inf_{Ai≤Gi} A(j)≤G(j) BL(B, c, Q; ((A_i)^I_{i=1}, (A(j))^J_{j=1}).

Proof of Claim 6.3. In order to apply Theorem 2.1, let us check the non-degenerate conditions (1.7) and (2.5). It is clear from the setup that B_+ = (π_i)^I_{i=1} and thus the first condition in (2.7) implies ker B_+ ⊆ ker Q_R. This means Qx = π^∗_0 Q_Lπ_0x whenever x ∈ ker B_+ which verifies the first condition in (1.7). Also, we note that s^+(Q) ≤ n_0 and hence s^+(Q) + ∑_I i=1 n_i ≤ dim E; this ensures the remaining condition in (1.7). Finally, we observe that (2.5) is a direct consequence of the second condition in (2.7).

Now (6.28) clearly implies ∫ E ~h ≥ ∫ E e^{−π⟨x,Qx⟩} I∏ i=1 f_i(π_ix)^{di} J∏ j=1 h_j (T_j x)^{−d(j)} dx and an application of Theorem 2.1 with the datum (B, c, Q, G) yields (6.29). □

Returning to the proof that Theorem 2.1 implies Theorem 2.2, we start by fixing a generalized forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb datum D = (T, d, Q, G) which is non-degenerate. For each t > 0, we set

d_{1,t} := 1 + td_1, . . . , d_{I,t} := 1 + td_I , d_t(1) := td(1), . . . , d_t(J) := td(J) and Q_{L,t} := tQ_L, Q_{R,t} := tQ_R, and consider the family of forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb data D_t = (T, d_t, Q_t, G). Since the original data D is non-degenerate, it is easy to verify that D_t is non-degenerate for each t > 0.

Now fix f_i ∈ T(G_i), h_j ∈ T(G(j)) satisfying (2.9) and set ~h_t(x) := e^{−π⟨π}0^{x,Q}L,t^π0^{x⟩ I} ∏ i=1 f_i(π_ix)^{di,t} e^{π⟨x,QR,tx⟩} J∏ j=1 h_j (T_j x)^{−dt(j)} (x ∈ E). By Claim 6.3,

I(D_t) I∏ i=1 ( ∫ E_i f_i )_{di,t} ≤ J∏ j=1 ( ∫ E(j) h_j )_{dt(j)} ∫ E ~h_t, where I(D_t) := inf_{Ai ≤Gi} A(j)≤G(j) BL(B, c_t, Q_t; ((A_i)^I_{i=1}, (A(j))^J_{j=1})).

Here, B is exactly as in Claim 6.3, and c_t := (d_{i,t})^I_{i=1}, (−d_t(j))^J_{j=1}, Q_t := π^∗_0 Q_{L,t}π_0 − Q_{R,t}.

Notice that (2.9) and the definition of the exponents d_{i,t}, d_t(j) yield

~h_t(x) =^I ∏ i=1 f_i(x_i) ( e^{−π⟨x0,QLx0⟩} I∏ i=1 f_i(x_i)^{di} e^{π⟨x,QRx⟩} J∏ j=1 h_j (T_j x)^{−d(j)} )_t

≤ I∏ i=1 f_i(x_i)

and hence

I(D_t) I∏ i=1 ( ∫ E_i f_i )_{di,t} ≤ J∏ j=1 ( ∫ E(j) h_j )_{dt(j) I}∏ i=1 ∫ E_i f_i.

After rearranging terms and taking a limit, we obtain I∏ i=1 ( ∫ E_i f_i )_{di} ≤ lim inf t→∞ I(D_t)^{− 1t} J∏ j=1 ( ∫ E(j) h_j )_{d(j)}

and so it suffices to check

lim inf t→∞ I(D_t)^{− 1t} ≤ FR(D).

To investigate I(D_t)^{− 1t} , we compute ∫ E e^{−π⟨x,Qtx⟩} I∏ i=1 γ_{Ai} (x_i)^{di,t} J∏ j=1 γ_{A(j)}(T_j x)^{−dt (j)} dx

= ∫ E exp ( − π ⟨ x, ( π^∗_0 Q_{L,t}π_0 + I∑ i=1 d_{i,t}π^∗_i A_iπ_i − Q_{R,t} − J∑ j=1 d_t(j)T^∗_j A(j)T_j ) x ⟩) dx

= det ( tπ^∗_0 Q_Lπ_0 + I∑ i=1 (1 + td_i)π^∗_i A_iπ_i − tQ_R − J∑ j=1 td(j)T^∗_j A(j)T_j )_− 1_2

if A_i, A(j) satisfy

tπ^∗_0 Q_Lπ_0 + I∑ i=1 (1 + td_i)π^∗_i A_iπ_i − tQ_R − J∑ j=1 td(j)T^∗_j A(j)T_j > 0,

otherwise the integral coincides with +∞. Moreover, since we take t → ∞, we may restrict attention to A_i, A(j) satisfying

π^∗_0 Q_Lπ_0 + I∑ i=1 d_iπ^∗_i A_iπ_i − Q_R − J∑ j=1 d(j)T^∗_j A(j)T_j ≥ 0, which coincides with condition (2.8). With this in mind, and from the lower bound BL(B, c_t, Q_t; ((A_i)^I_{i=1}, (A(j))^J_{j=1})) = ∫ E e^{−π⟨x,Qtx⟩} ∏_I i=1 γ_{Ai} (x_i)^{di,t} ∏_J j=1 γ_{A(j)}(T_j x)^{−dt(j)} dx ∏_I i=1 ( ∫ E_i γA^i )_{di,t} ∏_J j=1 ( ∫ E(j) γA(j) )_{−dt(j)}

≥ det ( tπ^∗_0 Q_Lπ_0 + I∑ i=1 (1 + td_i)π^∗_i A_iπ_i

)_− 1_{2 I}∏ i=1 (det A_i)^{1+tdi2} J∏ j=1 (det A(j))^{− td(j)2}

= ( t^{n0} det Q_L I∏ i=1 (1 + td_i)^{ni} I∏ i=1 (det A_i)^{−tdi} J∏ j=1 (det A(j))^{td(j)}

)_− 1_2

we see that lim inf t→∞ I(D_t)^{− 1t}

≤ lim inf t→∞ ( t^{n0} det Q_L I∏ i=1 (1 + td_i)^{ni}

) 1_{2t} sup A_i≤G_i,A(j)≤G(j): (2.8) I∏ i=1 (det A_i)^{− di2} J∏ j=1 (det A(j))^{d(j)2}

= sup A_i≤G_i,A(j)≤G(j): (2.8) I∏ i=1 (det A_i)^{− di2} J∏ j=1 (det A(j))^{d(j)2}

which concludes the proof. □

References

[1] G. Aishwarya, L. Rotem, New Brunn–Minkowski and functional inequalities via convexity of entropy, arXiv:2311.05446.

[2] Y. Aoki, J. Bennett, N. Bez, S. Machihara, K. Matsuura, S. Shiraki, A supersolutions perspective on hypercontractivity, Ann. Mat. Pura Appl. 199 (2020), 2105–2116.

[3] S. Artstein-Avidan, B. Klartag, V. Milman, The Santaló point of a function, and a functional form of the Santaló inequality, Mathematika 51 (2004), 33–48.

[4] D. Bakry, I. Gentil, M. Ledoux, Analysis and geometry of Markov diffusion operators.

Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften 348, Springer (2014). [5] K. M. Ball, Isometric problems in ℓ_p and sections of convex sets, Doctoral thesis, University of Cambridge, 1986.

[6] K. M. Ball, Volume ratio and a reverse isoperimetric inequality, J. Lond. Math. Soc. 44 (1991), 351–359.

[7] K. M. Ball, F. Barthe, A. Naor, Entropy jumps in the presence of a spectral gap, Duke Math. J. 119 (2003), 41–63.

[8] K. M. Ball, V. H. Nguyen, Entropy jumps for isotropic log-concave random vectors and spectral gap, Studia Math. 213 (2012), 81–96.

[9] F. Barthe, Inégalités de Brascamp–Lieb et convexité, C. R. Acad. Sci. Paris. 324 (1997), 885–888.

[10] F. Barthe, On a reverse form of the Brascamp–Lieb inequality, Invent. Math. 134 (1998), 335–361.

[11] F. Barthe, An extremal property of the mean width of the simplex, Math. Ann. 310 (1998), 685–693.

[12] F. Barthe, D Cordero-Erausquin, Inverse Brascamp–Lieb inequalities along the heat equation, in Geometric Aspects of Functional Analysis, 2002–2003, (eds. V. D. Milman and G. Schechtman) pp. 65–71, Lecture Notes in Mathematics 1850, Springer-Verlag, Berlin 2004.

[13] F. Barthe, N. Huet, On Gaussian Brunn–Minkowski inequalities, Studia. Math. 191 (2009), 283–304.

[14] F. Barthe, P. Wolff. Positivity improvement and Gaussian kernels, C. R. Math. Acad. Sci.

Paris 352 (2014), 1017–1021.

[15] F. Barthe, P. Wolff, Positive gaussian kernels also have gaussian minimizers, Mem. Amer.

Math. Soc. 276 (2022), no. 1359, 90pp.

[16] W. Beckner, Inequalities in Fourier analysis, Ann. of Math. 102 (1975), 159–182. [17] J. Bennett, N. Bez, Closure properties of solutions to heat inequalities, J. Geom. Anal. 19 (2009), 584–600.

[18] J. Bennett, N. Bez, Generating monotone quantities for the heat equation, J. Reine Angew.

Math. 756 (2019), 37–63.

[19] J. Bennett, N. Bez, Higher order transversality in harmonic analysis, RIMS Kôkyûroku Bessatsu 88 (2021), 75–103.

[20] J. Bennett, N. Bez, S. Buschenhenke, M. G. Cowling, T. C. Flock, On the nonlinear Brascamp–Lieb inequality, Duke Math. J. 169 (2020), 3291–3338.

[21] J. Bennett, N. Bez, M. G. Cowling, T. C. Flock, Behaviour of the Brascamp–Lieb constant, Bull. Lond. Math. Soc. 49 (2017), 512–518.

[22] J. Bennett, A. Carbery, M. Christ, T. Tao, The Brascamp–Lieb inequalities: finiteness, structure and extremals, Geom. Funct. Anal. 17 (2008), 1343–1415.

[23] J. Bennett, A. Carbery, M. Christ, T. Tao, Finite bounds for Hölder–Brascamp–Lieb multilinear inequalities, Math. Res. Lett. 17 (2010), 647–666.

[24] N. Bez, S. Nakamura, H. Tsuji, Stability of hypercontractivity, the logarithmic Sobolev inequality, and Talagrand’s cost inequality, J. Funct. Anal. 285 (2023), 110121.

[25] C. Borell, Positivity improving operators and hypercontractivity, Math. Z. 180 (1982), 225– 234.

[26] C. Borell, Geometric properties of some familiar diffusions in R^n, Ann. Probab. 21 (1993), 482–489.

[27] C. Borell, Diffusion equations and geometric inequalities, Potential Anal. 12 (2000), 49–71. [28] C. Borell, The Ehrhard inequality, C. R. Math. Acad. Sci. Paris 337 (2003), 663–666. [29] J. Bourgain, Decoupling, exponential sums and the Riemann zeta function, J. Amer. Math.

Soc. 30 (2017), 205–224.

[30] J. Bourgain, C. Demeter, L. Guth, Proof of the main conjecture in Vinogradov’s Mean Value Theorem for degrees higher than three, Ann. of Math. 184 (2016), 633–682.

[31] J. Bourgain, L. Guth, Bounds on oscillatory integral operators based on multilinear estimates, Geom. Funct. Anal. 21 (2011), 1239–1295.

[32] H. J. Brascamp, E. H. Lieb, Best constants in Young’s inequality, its converse, and its generalization to more than three functions, Adv. Math. 20 (1976), 151–173.

[33] E. Carlen, D. Cordero-Erausquin, Subadditivity of the entropy and its relation to Brascamp– Lieb type inequalities, Geom. Funct. Anal. 19 (2009), 373–405.

[34] E. Carlen, E. Lieb, M. Loss, A sharp analog of Young’s inequality on S^N and related entropy inequalities, J. Geom. Anal. 14 (2004), 487–520.

[35] W.-K. Chen, N. Dafnis, G. Paouris, Improved Hölder and reverse Hölder inequalities for Gaussian random vectors, Adv. Math. 280 (2015), 643–689.

[36] D. Cordero-Erausquin, N. Gozlan, S. Nakamura, H. Tsuji, Duality and heat flow, arXiv:2403.15357.

[37] T. A. Courtade, M. Fathi, D. Mikulincer, Stochastic proof of the sharp symmetrized Talagrand inequality, arXiv:2407.09465.

[38] T. A. Courtade, M. Fathi, A. Pananjady, Quantitative stability of the entropy power inequality, IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory 64 (2018), 5691–5703.

[39] T. A. Courtade, J. Liu, Euclidean forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequalities: finiteness, structure and extremals, J. Geom. Anal. 31 (2021), 3300–3350.

[40] P. Durcik, C. Thiele, Singular Brascamp–Lieb: a survey, Geometric Aspects of Harmonic Analysis, Vol. 45, Springer INdAM Series, Springer International Publishing, 2021.

[41] R. Eldan, J. R. Lee, Regularization under diffusion and anticoncentration of the information content, Duke Math. J. 167 (2018), 969–993.

[42] R. Eldan, J. Lehec, Y. Shenfeld, Stability of the logarithmic Sobolev inequality via the Föllmer process, Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré Probab. Stat. 56 (2020), 2253–2269.

[43] R. Eldan, D. Mikulincer, Stability of the Shannon–Stam inequality via the Föllmer process, Probab. Theory Relat. Fields 177 (2020), 891–922.

[44] M. Fathi, A sharp symmetrized form of Talagrand’s transport-entropy inequality for the Gaussian measure, Electron. Commun. Probab. 23 (2018), no. 81, 1–9.

[45] M. Fathi, E. Indrei, M. Ledoux, Quantitative logarithmic Sobolev inequalities and stability estimates, Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst. 36 (2016), 6835–6853.

[46] M. Fradelizi, M. Meyer, Some functional forms of Blaschke–Santaló inequality, Math. Z.

256 (2007), 379–395.

[47] M. Fradelizi, M. Meyer, A. Zvavitch, Volume product, Harmonic analysis and convexity, 163–222.

[48] R. J. Gardner, The Brunn–Minkowski inequality, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc. 39 (2002), 355– 405.

[49] Y. Geng, C. Nair, The capacity region of the two-receiver Gaussian vector broadcast channel with private and common messages, IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 60 (2014), 2087–2104.

[50] P. T. Gressman, Testing conditions for multilinear Radon–Brascamp–Lieb inequalities, arXiv:2201:12201.

[51] S. Guo, C. Oh, R. Zhang, P. Zorin-Kranich, Decoupling inequalities for quadratic forms, Duke Math. J. 172 (2023), 387–445.

[52] S. Guo, R. Zhang, On integer solutions of Parsell–Vinogradov systems, Invent. Math. 218 (2019), 1–81.

[53] S. Guo, P. Zorin-Kranich, Decoupling for moment manifolds associated to Arkhipov– Chubarikov–Karatsuba systems, Adv. Math. 360 (2020), 106889, 56 pp.

[54] F. Hiai, Matrix analysis: Matrix monotone functions, matrix means, and majorization, Interdiscip. Inform. Sci. 16 (2010), 139–248.

[55] B. Klartag, E. Milman, On volume distribution in 2-convex bodies, Israel J. Math. 164 (2008), 221–249.

[56] A. Kolesnikov, E. W. Werner, Blaschke–Santaló inequality for many functions and geodesic barycenters of measures, Adv. Math. 396 (2022), Article 108110.

[57] J. Lehec, A direct proof of the functional Santaló inequality, C. R. Math. Acad. Sci. Paris.

347 (2009), 55–58.

[58] J. Lehec, Partitions and functional Santaló inequalities, Arch. Math. 92 (2009), 89–94. [59] J. Lehec, Short probabilistic proof of the Brascamp–Lieb and Barthe theorems, Can. Math.

Bull. 57 (2014), 585–597.

[60] P. Li, S. Yau, On the parabolic kernel of the Schrödinger operator, Acta Math. 156 (1986), 153–201.

[61] E. H. Lieb, Gaussian kernels have only Gaussian maximizers, Invent. Math. 102 (1990), 179–208.

[62] J. Liu, T. A. Courtade, P. Cuff, and S. Verdú, A forward-reverse Brascamp–Lieb inequality:

Entropic duality and Gaussian optimality, Entropy 20 (2018), Paper No. 418, 32 pp. [63] D. Maldague, Regularized Brascamp–Lieb inequalities and an application, Q. J. Math. 73 (2022), 311–331.

[64] S. Nakamura, H. Tsuji, Hypercontractivity beyond Nelson’s time and its applications to Blaschke–Santaló inequality and inverse Santaló inequality, arXiv:2212.02866.

[65] S. Nakamura, H. Tsuji, The functional volume product under heat flow, arXiv:2401.00427. [66] E. Nelson, The free Markov field, J. Funct. Anal. 12 (1973), 211–227. [67] M. Schmuckenschläger, A concentration of measure phenomenon on uniformly convex bodies, in Geometric Aspects of Functional Analysis (Israel, 1992–1994), Operator Theory: Advances and Applications, vol. 77, Birkhaüser, Basel, 1995, pp. 275–287.

[68] S. I. Valdimarsson, On the Hessian of the optimal transport potential, Ann. Sc. Norm. Super.

Pisa Cl. Sci. (5) 6 (2007), 441–456.

[69] S. I. Valdimarsson, Optimisers for the Brascamp–Lieb inequality, Israel J. Math. 168 (2008), 253–274.

[70] R. Zhang, The Brascamp–Lieb inequality and its influence on Fourier analysis, in The Physics and Mathematics of Elliot Lieb, Vol. 2, 585–628.

[71] P. Zorin-Kranich, Kakeya–Brascamp–Lieb inequalities, Collect. Math. 71 (2020), 471–492.

(Neal Bez) Department of Mathematics, Graduate School of Science and Engineering, Saitama University, Saitama 338-8570, Japan Email address: nealbez@mail.saitama-u.ac.jp (Shohei Nakamura) Department of Mathematics, Graduate School of Science, Osaka University, Toyonaka, Osaka 560-0043, Japan Email address: srmkn@math.sci.osaka-u.ac.jp