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Abstract. Suppose that C is a bounded, convex subset of Rn,
and that P1, . . . , Pk are planks which cover C in respective direc-
tions v1, . . . , vk and with widths w1, . . . , wk. In 1951, Bang conjec-
tured that

k∑
i=1

wi

wvi(C)
≥ 1,

generalizing a previous conjecture of Tarski. Here, wvi
(C) is the

width of C in the direction vi.
In this note we give a short proof of this conjecture under the

assumption that, for every m with 1 ≤ m ≤ k, C \
⋃m

i=1 Pi is a
convex set. In addition, we prove that if the projection of C onto
the vector space spanned by the normal vectors of the planks has
dimension d, then

k∑
i=1

wi

wvi(C)
≥ 1

d
.

A plank P is the closed, connected region between two parallel hy-
perplanes in Rn. The distance between these supporting hyperplanes
is called the width of P . We define the direction of P to be the one-
dimensional subspace v of Rn which is perpendicular to the supporting
hyperplanes of P . In 1932, Tarski proved in [6] that if P1, . . . , Pk are
planks with widths w1, . . . , wk which cover a unit ball in R2, then

k∑
i=1

wi ≥ 2.

He asked if an analogous result was true for every bounded, convex
subset C of Rn. For any one-dimensional subspace v of Rn, we define
the width of C in the direction v, wv(C), as the width of the smallest
plank of direction v which covers C. In other words, if we choose
hyperplanes perpendicular to v, which do not intersect the interior
of C, and which are minimally separated, then wv(C) is the distance
between those hyperplanes. Tarski’s question can be thus stated as
follows: If P1, . . . , Pk are planks which cover C with widths w1, . . . , wk,
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then does
k∑
i=1

wi ≥ inf
v∈G(n,1)

wv(C)

hold? Here, G(n, 1) is the Grassmannian of one-dimensional linear
subspaces in Rn.

This conjecture was resolved in 1951 by Bang in [3]. In the same
article, Bang posed the following well-known affine-invariant general-
ization of Tarski’s problem:

Conjecture 1 (Bang [3]). Suppose that C is a convex, bounded subset
of Rn, and that P1, . . . , Pk are planks in directions v1, . . . , vk and of
widths w1, . . . , wk which cover C. Then

k∑
i=1

wi
wvi(C)

≥ 1.

If wvi(C) = 0 for some i, then we define the corresponding ratio as
+∞, and so the inequality is trivially true.

There have been many articles published on this conjecture. For a
survey of these results, as well as other variations of this problem, see
[4]. In this note, we prove Conjecture 1 under an additional assumption:

Theorem 1. Suppose that C is a convex, bounded subset of Rn, and
that P1, . . . , Pk are planks which cover C. Furthermore, assume that

C \
m⋃
i=1

Pi

is convex for every m with 1 ≤ m ≤ k. Then Conjecture 1 is true for
C and P1, . . . , Pk.

Now, recall that th dimension of a convex set C ⊆ Rn is defined to
be the dimension of the unique affine subspace of Rn containing C in
which C has non-empty interior. We also prove the following theorem,
which gives a lower bound on the sum of relative widths that is not
sharp, but does hold for general configurations of planks.

Theorem 2. Suppose that C is a convex, bounded subset of Rn, and
that P1, . . . , Pk are planks in directions v1, . . . , vk and of widths w1, . . . , wk
which cover C. Define V to be the span of the directions v1, . . . , vk, and
define πV (C) to be the orthogonal projection of C onto V . Then

k∑
i=1

wi
wvi(C)

≥ 1

dimπV (C)
.
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1. Proof of Theorem 1

The proof of Theorem 1 follows immediately from repeatedly ap-
plying the following proposition. We note that the idea of dilating a
convex set about a point on the boundary was also used by Alexander
in [1] to prove different results.

Proposition 3. Suppose that C is a bounded, convex subset of Rn, and
that P1, . . . , Pk are planks which cover C. Furthermore, suppose that
Pm has the property that C \ Pm is a convex set for some 1 ≤ m ≤ k.
If Conjecture 1 is true for C \Pm and P1, . . . , Pm−1, Pm+1, . . . , Pk, then
it is true for C and P1, . . . , Pk.

Proof. Define X = C \ Pm. We first show that we may make the
following assumptions:

(1) m = 1.
(2) wvi(C) > 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k.
(3) X is not empty.
(4) wvi(X) > 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k.

We can clearly make the first assumption without loss of generality. If
wvi(C) = 0 for some i, then wi

wvi (C)
= +∞ > 1, completing the proof.

If X is empty, then w1

wv1 (C)
≥ 1, finishing the proof. If wvi(X) = 0 for

some i, then since X contains a point which is not in P1, since P1 is
closed, and since C is convex, wvi(C) = 0, contradicting the second
assumption.

Suppose X and C satisfy all of the above assumptions. We will prove
that, for every v ∈ G(n, 1),

(∗) wv(X)

wv(C)
≥ wv1(X)

wv1(C)
≥ 1− w1

wv1(C)
.

The second inequality is immediate, since wv1(X) ≥ wv1(C) − w1. We
prove the first inequality, beginning with the statement of some ele-
mentary facts about the widths of convex sets. Here, v is any element
of G(n, 1), and K1, K2, and K are any bounded convex sets in Rn.

(1) If K1 and K2 are translates of each other, then wv(K1) =
wv(K2).

(2) If K1 = cK2 for some c ∈ R, then wv(K1) = |c|wv(K2).
(3) If K1 ⊂ K2, then wv(K1) ≤ wv(K2).
(4) wv(K) = wv(K)

Our proof proceeds by considering two cases based on how wv1(X)
compares to wv1(C).
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Case 1: If wv1(X) = wv1(C), then X = C, and so from fact (4) we

have that wv(X) = wv(C) for all v ∈ G(n, 1). As a result, wv(X)
wv(C)

≥ 1 =
wv1 (X)

wv1 (C)
.

Case 2: If wv1(C) > wv1(X), then one of the supporting hyperplanes
of X in the direction v1 lies in P1, and the other lies outside of it. Let
H1 be the first hyperplane, and let H2 be the second; we have that
H1 ∩ P1 = ∅, and that H2 ⊂ P1. Since H1 and H2 are supporting
hyperplanes, there exists a point p ∈ H1 ∩ ∂C. From fact (1), we may
assume that p is the origin. Let P ∗ be the plank between H1 and H2.
From the definition of X, and the above assumptions about H1 and
H2,

P ∗ ∩ C = X.

In particular, if V is the unit vector perpendicular to H1 which points
into P ∗, then x ∈ X if and only if 0 ≤ V · x ≤ wv1(X).

Let ρ =
wv1 (X)

wv1 (C)
, and consider ρC. We claim that ρC ⊂ X. From the

above inequality, we need only show that

0 ≤ V · x ≤ wv1(X)

for every x ∈ ρC. For every such x, there is a y ∈ C such that x = ρy.
We then have that

0 ≤ y · V ≤ wv1(C),

and so
0 = 0ρ ≤ x · V ≤ ρwv1(C) = wv1(X).

Since ρC ⊂ X, by facts (2), (3), and (4), ρwv(C) ≤ wv(X) for every
v ∈ G(n, 1). We obtain our result by rearranging this inequality. This
proof is shown in Figure 1.

Now, suppose that Conjecture 1 holds for X. We then have that

k∑
i=2

wi
wvi(X)

≥ 1,

and so by multiplying both sides by
wv1 (X)

wv1 (C)
and by using (∗),

k∑
i=2

wi
wvi(C)

≥ wv∗(X)

wv∗(C)
.

Adding the contribution from P1 to both sides and using (∗) again, we
have that

k∑
i=1

wi
wvi(C)

≥ 1. �
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Figure 1. Proof of Proposition 3.

Remark. We mention a noteworthy cover of a convex set by planks
which cannot be ordered as in Theorem 1. As Hunter observed in [5],
there is a configuration of three planks P1, P2, and P3 which cover the
equilateral triangle T of side length 1 such that no plank’s removal
results in a convex set, and such that

w1

wv1(T )
+

w2

wv2(T )
+

w3

wv3(T )
= 1.

The configuration is as follows: Suppose that the barycenter of the
equilateral triangle is the origin, and that one edge is parallel to the
x-axis. Each of our three planks has width 1/3, and they are centered
on the lines passing through the origin with tangent vectors (0, 1),
(
√

3,−1), and (−
√

3,−1). In particular, we cannot hope to prove if
a configuration of planks covering a convex body has the sum of their
relative widths equal to 1, then they must satisfy the hypotheses of
Theorem 1.

2. Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. Suppose that C is a convex, bounded subset of Rn, and that
P1, . . . , Pk are planks in directions v1, . . . , vk and of widths w1, . . . , wk
which cover C. Define V to be the span of the directions v1, . . . , vk,
and define πV : Rn → V to be the orthogonal projection onto V . We
wish to show that the sum of the relative widths of C is bounded below
by 1

dimπV (C)
.

Notice because C is convex in Rn, we have that πV (C) is convex in V .
Furthermore, the projections πV (P1), . . . , πV (Pk) are planks in V that
cover πV (C). Given i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, the plank πV (Pi) has width and
direction equal to that of Pi, namely wi and vi, respectively. Also, the
relative widths of πV (C) in V are equal to those of C in Rn, meaning
wvi(πV (C)) = wvi(C) for each i. Thus, it suffices to show that the sum
of relative widths of πV (C) is bounded below by 1

dimπV (C)
.

Define m to be the dimension of πV (C). In particular, because πV (C)
is convex in V , there exists a unique m-dimensional affine subspace A ⊆
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V ⊆ Rn containing πV (C) in which πV (C) has non-empty interior. Let
C ′, P ′1, . . . , P

′
k denote the intersections of πV (C), πV (P1), . . . , πV (Pk) with

A. As in the proof of Proposition 3, we may assume the relative width
wvi(C

′) = wvi(πV (C)) > 0 for all i. It follows that each direction vi is
not orthogonal to A, and hence P ′1, . . . , P

′
k are planks in A. For each i,

define v′i and w′i to be the direction and width of P ′i in A, respectively.
By a simple similar triangles argument, it is easy to see that the rel-
ative widths of C ′ with respect to πV (Pi) and P ′i are equal. In other
words, for each i,

wi
wvi(C

′)
=

w′i
wv′i(C

′)
.

Thus, because C ′ = πV (C) and dim πV (C) = m, it suffices to prove
that the sum of the relative widths of C ′ with respect to the planks
P ′1, . . . , P

′
k is bounded below by 1

m
.

Now, recall that the John ellipsoid for a given d-dimensional con-
vex set K is the unique ellipsoid contained in K with maximal d-
dimensional volume (see [2]). In addition, if Bd

1 , the unit ball centered
at the origin in Rd, is the John ellipsoid for K, then K is contained in
Bd
d , the ball of radius d centered at the origin in Rd.
Since A and C ′ are m-dimensional and the sum of relative widths

is independent of affine transformations, we can apply an affine trans-
formation to Rn so that the image of A under the transformation is
Rm × {0} ⊆ Rn and the image of C ′ has the unit ball Bm

1 as its in-
scribed John ellipsoid. Thus, the image of C ′ under this affine transfor-
mation is contained in the ball Bm

m of radius m. Because applying this
affine transformation does not affect the sum of the relative widths, we
will use “C ′, P ′1, . . . , P

′
k” to refer to their respective images under this

transformation.
Observe that, since the planks P ′1, . . . , P

′
k cover C ′, they also cover

Bm
1 . By Bang’s solution to the original Tarski plank problem [3], it

follows that the total width of all the planks, w′1 + · · ·+ w′k, is no less
than 2 (twice the radius of the ball). Because the ball Bm

m contains C ′,
each width wv′i(C

′) is no more than 2m. Therefore,

k∑
i=1

wi
wvi(C)

=
k∑
i=1

w′i
wv′i(C

′)
≥ 1

2m

k∑
i=1

w′i ≥
1

m
. �
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