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On the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem∗

Qingzhong Huang, Sudan Xing, Deping Ye and Baocheng Zhu

Abstract

In the present paper we initiate the study of the Musielak-Orlicz-Brunn-Minkowski theory
for convex bodies. In particular, we develop the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem aiming to
characterize the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image measure of convex bodies. For a convex body K,
its Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image measure, denoted by C̃Θ(K, ·), involves a triple Θ = (G,Ψ, λ)
where G and Ψ are two Musielak-Orlicz functions defined on Sn−1 × (0,∞) and λ is a nonzero
finite Lebesgue measure on the unit sphere Sn−1. Such a measure can be produced by a
variational formula of ṼG,λ(K) (the general dual volume of K with respect to λ) under the
perturbations of K by the Musielak-Orlicz addition defined via the function Ψ. The Musielak-
Orlicz-Gauss image problem contains many intensively studied Minkowski type problems and
the recent Gauss image problem as its special cases. Under the condition that G is decreasing
on its second variable, the existence of solutions to this problem is established.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification: 52A20, 52A30, 52A39, 52A40.

1 Introduction

The groundbreaking work [30] by Huang, Lutwak, Yang and Zhang provides an extraordinarily
beautiful connection between the Brunn-Minkowski theory for convex bodies and its dual. Among
the most elegant concepts in [30] are the q-th dual curvature measures. These measures not only
give the conceptual dual of the Federer’s curvature measures, but also can be derived from the first
order variation of the qth dual volume under the logarithmic perturbations of given convex bodies.
Let K n

(o) be the set of all convex compact subsets in R
n containing the origin in their interiors. By

the qth dual volume of K ∈ K n
(o), we mean

Ṽq(K) =
1

n

∫

Sn−1

ρqK(ξ) dξ,

where 0 6= q ∈ R, dξ is the canonical spherical measure on Sn−1 and ρK : Sn−1 → [0,∞) is the
radial function of K. By the logarithmic perturbations of K ∈ K n

(o), we mean the family of convex

bodies [hK · eǫg] ∈ K n
(o), the Wulff shapes generated by hK · eǫg (see (3.14) for the definition of

the Wulff shape), where ǫ ∈ R is small enough, hK : Sn−1 → [0,∞) is the support function of
K, and g : Sn−1 → R is a continuous function. Regarding the q-th dual curvature measures is
the remarkable dual Minknowski problem [30]: given a real number q and a nonzero finite Borel
measure µ defined on Sn−1, can one find a K ∈ K n

(o) so that µ = C̃q(K, ·), with C̃q(K, ·) the q-th
dual curvature measure of K ∈ K n

(o)? Since its introduction, the dual Minkowski problem has

received a lot of attention, see e.g., [5, 7, 16, 25, 28, 39, 42, 61, 62, 66, 67].

∗Keywords: Aleksandrov problem, curvature measure, dual curvature measure, dual Minkowski problem, Gauss

image problem, Musielak-Orlicz addition, Musielak-Orlicz function, Orlicz-Minkowski problem.
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The dual Minkowski problem has been pushed forward to the Lp dual Minkowski problem
[50] by Lutwak, Yang and Zhang and to the general dual Orlicz-Minkowski problem [21, 22] by
Gardner et al. The latter one asks: given two continuous functions G : Sn−1 × (0,∞) → R and
ψ : (0,∞) → (0,∞), under what conditions on a nonzero finite Borel measure µ defined on Sn−1

do there exist a K ∈ K n
(o) and a constant τ ∈ R so that µ = τC̃G,ψ(K, ·)? Here, C̃G,ψ(K, ·) is the

general dual Orlicz curvature measure for K ∈ K n
(o) and can be formulated by: for any Borel set

ω ⊂ Sn−1,

C̃G,ψ(K,ω) =
1

n

∫

ααα∗
K
(ω)

ρK(ξ)Gt(ξ, ρK(ξ))

ψ(hK(αK(ξ)))
dξ, (1.1)

where αK is the radial Gauss image of K, ααα∗
K is the reverse radial Gauss image of K (see Section

2 for detailed information), and Gt is the first order partial derivative of G with respect to its
second variable. Like the q-th dual curvature measure, the measure C̃G,ψ(K, ·) for K ∈ K n

(o) can
be obtained via the first order variation of the general dual volume

ṼG(K) =

∫

Sn−1

G(ξ, ρK(ξ)) dξ

in terms of the Orlicz Lϕ addition ϕ−1[ϕ(hK)+ǫϕ(g)], where ϕ : (0,∞) → R is a strictly monotonic
function whose first order derivative ϕ′ satisfies ψ(t) = tϕ′(t) for t ∈ (0,∞).

One of the biggest advantages for the general dual Orlicz-Minkowski problem [21, 22] is its power
to integrate various Minkowski type problems into a unified formula. Here we give some special
cases. First of all, if G = tn/n, then the Lp and logarithmic Minkowski problems [47, 51, 52]
are related to ϕ(t) = tp for 0 6= p ∈ R and ϕ(t) = log t, respectively. These problems have
great impact on the development of the Lp Brunn-Minkowski theory for convex bodies and have
received immense attention, see [4, 6, 17, 18, 19, 29, 34, 36, 37, 46, 48, 49, 56, 60, 70, 71, 72, 73]
among others. The Orlicz-Minkowski problem [23] is related to the case when G = tn/n and ϕ
is a non-homogeneous function. Solutions to the Orlicz-Minkowski problem can be found in, e.g.,
[2, 9, 26, 35, 40, 45, 57, 58, 59, 63, 64]. When G = tq/n and ϕ(t) = tp for 0 6= p ∈ R, the general
dual Orlicz-Minkowski problem reduces to the Lp dual Minkowski problem [50]; contributions to
this problem can be seen in, e.g., [3, 10, 11, 14, 33, 38, 41, 55]. By letting G(u, t) = log t for all
(u, t) ∈ Sn−1 × (0,∞), ṼG(K) for K ∈ K n

(o) reduces to the dual entropy of K; in this case one can

get the (Lp and Orlicz) Aleksandrov problems [1, 20, 31] (see also [42, 68]). Lastly, the general
dual Orlicz-Minkowski problem also extends the dual Orlicz-Minkowski problems [65, 69] and the
Minkowski problem for Gaussian measures [32]. Solutions to the (general) dual Orlicz-Minkowski
problem by using the techniques from partial differential equations can be found in [12, 13, 44].

In view of formula (1.1), it is the radial Gauss image αααK : Sn−1 → Sn−1 (or more precisely,
the reverse radial Gauss image ααα∗

K) which plays an essential role to transfer dξ to C̃G,ψ(K, ·).
Considering the importance of the reverse radial Gauss image, a new innovative problem bearing
the flavour of the Minkowski type problems has been proposed in a recent paper [8] by Böröczky
et al. Such an elegant problem was named as the Gauss image problem which asks: under what
conditions on two given spherical Borel measures λ and µ, does there exist a K ∈ K n

(o) such that

µ = λ(αααK(·))? (See Problem 2.1 for more general version.) The Gauss image problem involves two
pre-given measures, and this is a major difference from the Minkowski type problems requiring only
one pre-given measure. As mentioned in [8], if dλ(ξ) = dξ, the Gauss image problem reduces to a
Minkowski type problem. We would like to comment that if dλ(ξ) = pλ(ξ) dξ with a continuous
function pλ : Sn−1 → (0,∞), the Gauss image problem indeed becomes a special case of the general
dual Orlicz-Minkowski problem [21, 22]. However, if the measure λ does not have a continuous
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density with respect to dξ or even is not absolutely continuous with respect to dξ, then the Gauss
image problem is different from the Minkowski type problems. Under some mild conditions on λ
and µ, the existence and uniqueness of solutions to the Gauss image problem have been established
in [8]. See [15] for smooth solutions to the Gauss image problem.

The present paper has two major goals. The first one is to provide a unified formulation to
integrate the Minkowski type problems and the Gauss image problem. The second one is to further
push forward these problems to their next generation; this has the potential to initiate a brand-new
theory: the Musielak-Orlicz-Brunn-Minkowski theory for convex bodies. A closer observation on
the Gauss image problem and the general dual Orlicz-Minkowski problem indicates that a triple
Θ = (G,Ψ, λ) containing three parameters shall be needed to fulfill these goals. Here G and Ψ are
two Musielak-Orlicz functions defined on Sn−1 × (0,∞) and λ is a spherical Lebesgue measure on
Sn−1. The function G and the measure λ are used to define the general dual volume of K ∈ K n

(o)
with respect to λ, namely,

ṼG,λ(K) =

∫

Sn−1

G(ξ, ρK(ξ)) dλ(ξ).

The strictly monotone function Ψ is used to define the addition of functions which produces the
perturbation of convex bodies. In fact, the LΨ addition of continuous functions f and g on Ω ⊆ Sn−1

can be formulated by

Ψ(ξ, fε(ξ)) = Ψ(ξ, f(ξ)) + εg(ξ), ξ ∈ Ω, (1.2)

where ε ∈ R is small enough and f is strictly positive.
In Section 3, we will define the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image measure and proves a variational

formula to derive this measure. Let Θ = (G,Ψ, λ) be a given triple with λ a nonzero finite Lebesgue
measure on Sn−1, G ∈ C where C is defined in (2.12), and Ψ ∈ CI∪Cd where CI and Cd are defined in
(2.14) and (2.15), respectively. The Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image measure C̃Θ(K, ·) for K ∈ K n

(o)

is defined as follows (see Definition 3.1): for each Borel set ω ⊆ Sn−1,

C̃Θ(K,ω) =

∫

ααα∗
K
(ω)

ρK(ξ)Gt(ξ, ρK(ξ))

hK(αK(ξ))Ψt(αK(ξ), hK(αK(ξ)))
dλ(ξ),

where Gt and Ψt are the first order partial derivatives of G and Ψ with respect to their second
variables. Under certain additional conditions on the measure λ and the set Ω ⊆ Sn−1, the following
variational formula can be established in Theorem 3.1:

lim
ε→0

ṼG,λ([fε])− ṼG,λ([f ])

ε
=

∫

Ω
g(u) dC̃Θ([f ], u),

where [f ] denotes the Wulff shape of f , and fε is given in (1.2).
In Section 4, we will propose our Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem (i.e., Problem 4.1):

Under what conditions on Θ = (G,Ψ, λ) and a nonzero finite Borel measure µ on Sn−1 do there
exist a K ∈ K n

(o) and a constant τ ∈ R such that µ = τC̃Θ(K, ·)? As one can see in Section
4, the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem extends all previously mentioned Minkowski type
problems and the Gauss image problem in their (arguably) most general formulations. Some special
cases of particular interest are discussed; these include the Musielak-Orlicz-Minkowski problem
(i.e., Problem 4.3) when ṼG,λ(·) is the volume, the dual Musielak-Orlicz-Minkowski problem (i.e.,
Problem 4.4) when dλ(ξ) = dξ, and the Musielak-Orlicz-Aleksandrov problem (i.e., Problem 4.6)
when G = log t and dλ(ξ) = dξ. As byproducts, we obtain some fully nonlinear Monge-Ampère
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partial differential equations. Indeed, if µ and λ have continuous density functions pµ and pλ,
respectively, then the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem could be reformulated by

pµ = τ
P (∇̄h+ hι) det(∇̄2h+ hI)

Ψt(·, h)
pλ

(
∇̄h+ hι

|∇̄h+ hι|

)
,

where τ ∈ R, P (y) = |y|1−nGt(
y
|y| , |y|) for y ∈ R

n with |y| the Euclidean norm of y ∈ R
n, ι denotes

the identity map on Sn−1, ∇̄h and ∇̄2h are the gradient and the Hessian matrix of h with respect
to an orthonormal frame on Sn−1, and I is the identity matrix.

Under the condition that G is strictly decreasing on its second variable, the existence of solutions
to the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem will be established in Sections 5 and 6. (Section 6
deals with the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem for even data). A typical result is Theorem
5.2, which is stated below.

Theorem 5.2. Let λ and µ be two nonzero finite Borel measures on Sn−1 that are not concentrated
on any closed hemisphere. Assume that λ is absolutely continuous with respect to dξ. Then, there
exists a K ∈ K n

(o) such that

µ

|µ|
=

C̃Θ(K, ·)

C̃Θ(K,Sn−1)
, (1.3)

if G and Ψ satisfy one of the following conditions:

i) G ∈ Gd with Gd given by (2.13), and Ψ ∈ CI with CI given by (2.14) such that

lim
t→∞

Ψ(ξ, t) = +∞ for each ξ ∈ Sn−1;

ii) Ψ ∈ GI with GI given by (2.13), and G ∈ Cd with Cd given by (2.15) such that

lim
t→0+

G(ξ, t) = +∞ for each ξ ∈ Sn−1.

If, in addition, λ is strictly positive on nonempty open subsets of Sn−1, then the assumption on µ,
i.e., µ is a nonzero finite Borel measure on Sn−1 that is not concentrated on any closed hemisphere,
is also necessary for (1.3) holding true for some K ∈ K n

(o).

Under special choices of Θ = (G,Ψ, λ), one also obtains the solutions to the dual Musielak-
Orlicz-Minkowski problem and the Musielak-Orlicz-Aleksandrov problem. We would like to
mention that, under additional condition on µ (i.e., µ vanishes on great subspheres), the Musielak-
Orlicz-Gauss image problem for even data can also be solved when Ψ ∈ Cd and G ∈ Gd (see Theorem
6.2). Corollary 6.1 provides the existence of solutions to the Musielak-Orlicz-Aleksandrov problem
for even data, under both Ψ ∈ GI and Ψ ∈ Gd. Solutions to the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image
problem related to “an increasing function” G ∈ CI will be studied in our future work [27]; while
the solutions to the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem by the technique of flows will be provided
in [43].

2 Preliminaries and notations

Denote by N the set of all natural numbers. Let n ∈ N be such that n ≥ 2. In the n-dimensional
Euclidean space R

n, let Sn−1 be the unit sphere and Bn be the unit Euclidean ball of Rn; namely,

Sn−1 = {x ∈ R
n : |x| = 1} and Bn = {x ∈ R

n : |x| ≤ 1},
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where |x| denotes the Euclidean norm of x ∈ R
n. The origin of R

n is denoted by o, and the
inner product of x, y ∈ R

n is written by x · y. For x 6= o, let x = x/|x|. Denote by H n−1 the
(n − 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure. In particular, let dξ be the canonical spherical Lebesgue
measure on Sn−1.

Let K ⊆ R
n be a nonempty, compact and convex set. Define hK : Rn → R, the support

function of K, to be

hK(x) = max
{
x · y : y ∈ K

}
for x ∈ R

n. (2.1)

It is easily checked that hK(ru) = rhK(u) for r > 0 and u ∈ Sn−1. For two nonempty, compact
and convex sets K,L ⊆ R

n, let

dH(K,L) = max
u∈Sn−1

|hK(u)− hL(u)|.

The convergence of Ki → K in the Hausdorff metric, where Ki,K ⊆ R
n for all i ∈ N are nonempty,

compact and convex sets, is defined by

lim
i→∞

dH(Ki,K) = 0.

A convex body is a compact and convex subset of Rn whose interior is nonempty. The Blaschke
selection theorem asserts that every sequence of convex bodies, if uniformly bounded, must have
a subsequence converging to a compact convex set in R

n. Let K n
o be the set of all convex bodies

containing the origin. For K ∈ K n
o , let ρK : Rn \ {o} → [0,∞) stand for the radial function of K.

That is,

ρK(x) = max
{
λ ≥ 0 : λx ∈ K

}
, (2.2)

for x ∈ R
n\{o}. It is easily checked that ρK(ru) = r−1ρK(u) for r > 0 and u ∈ Sn−1. In

this paper, we are mainly interested in the class of convex bodies K n
(o) which consists of all convex

bodies whose interiors contain the origin o. We sayK ∈ K n
(o) is origin-symmetric if −K = K, where

aK = {ax : x ∈ K} for a ∈ R. The subclass K n
e of K n

(o) denotes the set of all origin-symmetric
convex bodies. For K ∈ K n

(o), let

K∗ =
{
x ∈ R

n : x · y ≤ 1 for all y ∈ K
}
.

It can be easily checked that K∗ ∈ K n
(o) for K ∈ K n

(o) having the following properties:

hK∗(u)ρK(u) = 1 and ρK∗(u)hK(u) = 1, (2.3)

for u ∈ Sn−1. The convex body K∗ is called the polar body of K ∈ K n
(o).

Formulas (2.1) and (2.2) naturally bring many key concepts which play important roles in
this paper. The first one is the so-called radial map rK of K ∈ K n

(o) which maps u ∈ Sn−1 to

rK(u) = ρK(u)u ∈ ∂K, the boundary of K. The map rK is invertible for K ∈ K n
(o) and its reverse,

denoted by r−1
K , maps x ∈ ∂K to Sn−1 by letting r−1

K (x) = x. The second one is the Gauss map
νννK : ∂K 7→ Sn−1 which maps an x ∈ ∂K to all u ∈ Sn−1 satisfying x · u = hK(u). Note that νννK
may not be injective on ∂K. Let

σK =
{
x ∈ ∂K : νννK(x) contains two or more elements

}
⊆ ∂K.

It is well known that H n−1(σK) = 0 [54, p.84]. Clearly, νννK is injective in reg(K) = ∂K \ σK ; in
this case, for simplicity, we write νK(x) for νννK(x) if x ∈ reg(K). Likewise, the inverse Gauss map
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ννν−1
K : Sn−1 → ∂K maps u ∈ Sn−1 to all x ∈ ∂K such that x · u = hK(u). Note that ννν−1

K may not
be injective and it is injective in the set Sn−1 \ ηK where

ηK =
{
u ∈ Sn−1 : ννν−1

K (u) contains two or more elements
}
⊆ Sn−1.

Again H n−1(ηK) = 0 as shown in [54, Theorem 2.2.11]. Let ν−1
K (u) = ννν−1

K (u) for u ∈ Sn−1 \ ηK .
Let K ∈ K n

(o). One can define the radial Gauss image αααK : Sn−1 → Sn−1 which maps u ∈ Sn−1

to the set αααK(u) = νννK(rK(u)). Namely, αααK(u) is the set of all outer unit normal vectors of ∂K at
the point ρK(u)u ∈ ∂K. Define

ωK =
{
u ∈ Sn−1 such that αααK(u) contains two or more elements

}
.

Note that H n−1(ωK) = 0 as shown in [54, Theorem 2.2.5] (or see [30, p.340]). Let αK(u) = αααK(u)
for u ∈ Sn−1 \ ωK . On the other hand, one can define the reverse radial Gauss image
ααα∗
K : Sn−1 → Sn−1 which maps u ∈ Sn−1 to the set ααα∗

K(u) = r−1
K (ννν−1

K (u)). Moreover, ααα∗
K is

injective on the set Sn−1 \ ηK , and in this case, ααα∗
K(u) will often be written as α∗

K(u). According
to [30, Lemma 2.5], the radial Gauss image and its reverse can be connected through the polar
body: for any K ∈ K n

(o) and η ⊆ Sn−1, one has

ααα∗
K(η) = αααK∗(η). (2.4)

Let B and L be the σ-algebras of spherical Borel and Lebesgue measurable subsets of Sn−1,
respectively. We say λ a spherical Lebesgue submeasure if λ : L → [0,∞) satisfies that λ(ω) = 0 if ω
is an empty set; λ(ω1) ≤ λ(ω2) for all ω1, ω2 ∈ L such that ω1 ⊆ ω2; and λ(

⋃∞
i=1 ωi) ≤

∑∞
i=1 λ(ωi)

if ωi ∈ L for all i ∈ N. A spherical Borel submeasure can be defined in a similar way with L
replaced by B. A nonzero finite Borel measure µ on Sn−1 is said to be not concentrated on any
closed hemisphere of Sn−1, if for any u ∈ Sn−1, one has

∫

Sn−1

(u · ξ)+ dµ(ξ) > 0 (2.5)

with a+ = max{a, 0} for a ∈ R. This is equivalent to the following statement: µ(Sn−1 \ ω) > 0 if
ω is an arbitrary closed hemisphere of Sn−1.

Let K ∈ K n
(o). The surface area measure S(K, ·) is defined by

S(K,ω) = H
n−1(ννν−1

K (ω)) for ω ∈ B. (2.6)

Similarly, the composition of a spherical Lebesgue submeasure λ and the reverse radial Gauss
image ααα∗

K naturally defines a spherical Borel submeasure on Sn−1 (see [8]); such a spherical Borel
submeasure is named as the reverse Gauss image measure of λ via K ∈ K n

(o) and is denoted by

λ∗(K, ·). That is, for each ω ∈ B,

λ∗(K,ω) = λ(ααα∗
K(ω)) = λ(αααK∗(ω)). (2.7)

The Gauss image measure of λ via K [8], another spherical Borel submeasure, can be defined by

λ(K,ω) = λ(αααK(ω)). (2.8)

According to (2.7) and (2.8), it is easily checked that λ∗(K, ·) = λ(K∗, ·) for each K ∈ K n
(o). It

has been proved in [8, Lemma 3.3] that if λ is a Borel measure which is absolutely continuous with
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respect to dξ, then λ∗(K, ·) for K ∈ K n
(o) is a spherical Borel measure; moreover, for bounded

Borel function f defined on Sn−1, one has

∫

Sn−1

f(u) dλ∗(K,u) =

∫

Sn−1

f(αK(ξ)) dλ(ξ);

∫

Sn−1

f(u) dλ(K,u) =

∫

Sn−1

f(α∗
K(ξ)) dλ(ξ). (2.9)

When dλ(ξ) = dξ, λ(K, ·) for K ∈ K n
(o) reduces to the Aleksandrov’s integral curvature [1],

which will be denoted by J(K, ·). Similarly, one can let J∗(K, ·) = J(K∗, ·) for K ∈ K n
(o). Hence,

the following formulas hold (see [31]):

∫

Sn−1

f(u) dJ∗(K,u) =

∫

Sn−1

f(αK(ξ)) dξ and

∫

Sn−1

f(u) dJ(K,u) =

∫

Sn−1

f(α∗
K(ξ)) dξ.

We shall need the following lemma, which is essentially a restatement of [8, Lemmas 5.3 and
5.4]. We will present a proof here for completeness.

Lemma 2.1. Let λ be an absolutely continuous Borel measure on Sn−1 that is strictly positive on
nonempty open subsets of Sn−1. Then, λ(K, ·) for K ∈ K n

(o) is not concentrated on any closed

hemisphere. In particular, for any u ∈ Sn−1, one has

∫

Sn−1

(u · v)+ dλ(K, v) =

∫

Sn−1

(u · α∗
K(ξ))+ dλ(ξ) > 0. (2.10)

Proof. Let ω ⊆ Sn−1 be a nonempty subset. Define

cone(ω) =
{
tu : u ∈ ω and t ≥ 0

}
and ω∗ =

{
v ∈ Sn−1 : u · v ≤ 0 for u ∈ ω

}
.

If cone(ω) is a proper convex subset of Rn, then ω is called a spherically convex set; in this case,
ω certainly is contained in a closed hemisphere of Sn−1.

It is easily checked that αααK(ω) ⊆ Sn−1\ω∗ holds for all spherically convex subset ω ⊆ Sn−1; this
can be seen from [8, Lemma 3.2] where the following statement is also given: (Sn−1 \ ω∗) \αααK(ω)
has interior points. It follows from (2.8) and the assumption on λ (in particular, the positiveness
of λ on nonempty open subsets of Sn−1) that

λ(K,ω) = λ (αααK(ω)) < λ
(
Sn−1\ω∗

)
(2.11)

holds for any spherically convex ω ⊆ Sn−1; this argument can be seen in [8, Lemma 3.7].
Note that λ(K,Sn−1) = λ

(
αK(S

n−1)
)
= λ

(
Sn−1

)
. Then, for any spherically convex set

ω ⊆ Sn−1, by (2.11), one gets

λ (ω∗) = λ
(
Sn−1

)
− λ

(
Sn−1 \ ω∗

)
< λ

(
Sn−1

)
− λ(K,ω) = λ(K,Sn−1 \ ω).

Now let ω be an arbitrary closed hemisphere of Sn−1. Then ω∗ contains only one vector in Sn−1

and Sn−1 \ ω is an open hemisphere of Sn−1. Consequently, λ(K, ·) is not concentrated on any
closed hemisphere because λ(K,Sn−1 \ ω) > λ (ω∗) ≥ 0. Formula (2.10) is then an immediate
consequence of (2.5) and (2.9).

Regarding the Gauss image measure, the following Gauss image problem has been posed in [8].
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Problem 2.1 (The Gauss image problem). Let λ be a spherical Lebesgue submeasure and µ be a
spherical Borel submeasure. Under what conditions on λ and µ, does there exist a K ∈ K n

(o) such

that µ(ω) = λ(K,ω) holds for all ω ∈ B?

Solutions to the Gauss image problem can be found in [8, 15]. When dλ(ξ) = dξ, Problem
2.1 becomes the classical Aleksandrov problem aiming to characterize the Aleksandrov’s integral
curvature. As mentioned in the introduction, our goal in this paper is to introduce a problem
extending the Minkowski type problems and the Gauss image problem in their (arguably) most
general setting by taking use of the Musielak-Orlicz functions. The precise definition for the
Musielak-Orlicz functions can be found in e.g., [24, 53], and they play important roles in the
analysis of the Musielak-Orlicz space (or the generalized Orlicz space).

The Musielak-Orlicz functions in e.g., [24, 53], are usually referred to strictly positive and
nondecreasing functions. However, throughout this paper, when we refer to the Musielak-Orlicz
functions, we mean G ∈ C with

C =
{
G : Sn−1 × (0,∞) → R such that G and Gt are continuous on Sn−1 × (0,∞)

}
, (2.12)

where Gt denotes the partial derivative of G with respect to the second variable, namely,

Gt(ξ, t) =
∂G

∂t
(ξ, t) for (ξ, t) ∈ Sn−1 × (0,∞).

As the function class C does contain all (smooth enough) Musielak-Orlicz functions defined in, e.g.,
[24, 53], taking use of the function class C not only provides convenience in later context but also
gives reasons to name C̃Θ(K, ·) the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image measure (see Definition 3.1).

Let GI and Gd be subclasses of C defined by

GI =
{
G ∈ C : G satisfies condition (A)

}
and Gd =

{
G ∈ C : G satisfies conditions (B)

}
, (2.13)

where conditions (A) and (B) are given below:

(A) G : Sn−1 × (0,∞) → (0,∞) satisfies that, for each u ∈ Sn−1, Gt(u, ·) is strictly positive on
(0,∞), limt→0+ G(u, t) = 0, and limt→∞G(u, t) = ∞;

(B) G : Sn−1 × (0,∞) → (0,∞) satisfies that, for each u ∈ Sn−1, Gt(u, ·) is strictly negative on
(0,∞), limt→0+ G(u, t) = ∞, and limt→∞G(u, t) = 0.

The fact that G ∈ GI ∪ Gd is assumed to be strictly positive is mainly for technique reasons and
for convenience. Our arguments in later context mainly rely on the monotonicity of G on its
second variable, supt>0G(u, t) = +∞ for each u ∈ Sn−1, and the fact that G has controllable lower
bounds; our results in later context should still hold if the function inft>0G(u, t) : Sn−1 → R is
continuous on Sn−1.

We shall also need the following classes of functions:

CI =
{
G ∈ C : Gt is strictly positive on Sn−1 × (0,∞)

}
, (2.14)

Cd =
{
G ∈ C : Gt is strictly negative on Sn−1 × (0,∞)

}
. (2.15)

When we write G = ϕ(t) for some function ϕ : (0,∞) → R, we mean G(ξ, t) = ϕ(t) holding true
for all (ξ, t) ∈ Sn−1 × (0,∞). For Ψ ∈ C, let ψξ and Ψ̃ be the functions given by

ψξ(t) = Ψ(ξ, t) and Ψ̃(ξ, t) = Ψ
(
ξ, 1/t

)
for (ξ, t) ∈ Sn−1 × (0,∞). (2.16)

Clearly, Ψ̃t(ξ, t) = − 1
t2
Ψt(ξ,

1
t ) and Ψ̃(ξ, t) ∈ C.
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3 The Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image measure and related varia-

tional formula

In this section, the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image measure is introduced and a variational formula
to derive such a measure is established. Hereafter, λ is always assumed to be a nonzero finite
Lebesgue measure on Sn−1. For convenience, let

M =
{
nonzero finite Borel measures on Sn−1 that are absolutely continuous w.r.t. dξ

}
.

The definition for the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image measure is given below.

Definition 3.1. Let Θ = (G,Ψ, λ) be a given triple with G ∈ C, Ψ ∈ CI ∪ Cd, and λ a nonzero
finite Lebesgue measure on Sn−1. Define C̃Θ(K, ·), the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image measure of
K ∈ K n

(o), as follows: for each Borel set ω ∈ B,

C̃Θ(K,ω) =

∫

ααα∗
K
(ω)

ρK(ξ)Gt(ξ, ρK(ξ))

hK(αK(ξ))Ψt(αK(ξ), hK(αK(ξ)))
dλ(ξ). (3.1)

Let Θ0 = (log t, log t, λ). It follows from (2.7) that, for all ω ∈ B, one has

C̃Θ0
(K,ω) =

∫

ααα∗
K
(ω)

dλ(ξ) = λ(ααα∗
K(ω)) = λ∗(K,ω). (3.2)

Formula (3.1) implies that C̃Θ(K, ·) is absolutely continuous with respect to λ∗(K, ·), and

dC̃Θ(K,u)

dC̃Θ0
(K,u)

=
dC̃Θ(K,u)

dλ∗(K,u)
=
ρK(α

∗
K(u))Gt(α

∗
K(u), ρK(α∗

K(u)))

hK(u)Ψt(u, hK(u))
for u ∈ Sn−1. (3.3)

When dλ = dξ, (3.1) reduces to

C̃G,Ψ(K,ω) =

∫

ααα∗
K
(ω)

ρK(ξ)Gt(ξ, ρK(ξ))

hK(αK(ξ))Ψt(αK(ξ), hK(αK(ξ)))
dξ. (3.4)

In this case, if Ψ = ϕ(t) for some function ϕ : (0,∞) → R whose derivative, denoted by ϕ′,
satisfies tϕ′(t) = ψ(t), then 1

n C̃G,Ψ(K, ·) becomes the general dual Orlicz curvature measure

C̃G,ψ(K, ·) in [21, Definition 3.1]. Hence C̃Θ(K, ·) naturally extends C̃G,ψ(K, ·) to its (arguably)
most general setting; and certainly contains many well-known measures appeared in the Minkowski
type problems as its special cases, including but not limited to the surface area measure (2.6), the
Lp surface area measure [47], the Orlicz surface area measure [23], the Lp dual curvature measure
[30, 50], the dual Orlicz curvature measure [65, 69], and the Aleksandrov’s integral curvature and
its extensions [1, 20, 31] (up to a difference of polarity of convex bodies).

In the following definition, we define another measure which is closely related to the Musielak-
Orlicz-Gauss image measure. It gives a great convenience to establish solutions to the Musielak-
Orlicz-Gauss image problem.

Definition 3.2. Let Θ = (G,Ψ, λ) be a given triple with G ∈ C, Ψ ∈ CI ∪ Cd, and λ a nonzero
finite Lebesgue measure on Sn−1. Define CΘ(K, ·), the polar Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image measure
of K ∈ K n

(o), as follows: for each Borel set ω ∈ B,

CΘ(K,ω) =

∫

ααα∗
K
(ω)

ρK(ξ)Gt(ξ, ρK(ξ))

ρK∗(αK(ξ))Ψt(αK(ξ), ρK∗(αK(ξ)))
dλ(ξ). (3.5)
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Associated to Θ = (G,Ψ, λ), let Θ̃ = (G, Ψ̃, λ) with Ψ̃ defined in (2.16). For K ∈ K n
(o), one has

CΘ̃(K, ·) = −C̃Θ(K, ·). (3.6)

To this end, by (2.3), (3.1), (3.5) and Ψ̃t(ξ, t) = − 1
t2Ψt(ξ,

1
t ), one gets, for any ω ∈ B,

CΘ̃(K,ω) =

∫

ααα∗
K
(ω)

ρK(ξ)Gt(ξ, ρK(ξ))

ρK∗(αK(ξ))Ψ̃t(αK(ξ), ρK∗(αK(ξ)))
dλ(ξ)

= −

∫

ααα∗
K
(ω)

ρK∗(αK(ξ))ρK(ξ)Gt(ξ, ρK(ξ))

Ψt(αK(ξ), 1/ρK∗(αK(ξ)))
dλ(ξ)

= −

∫

ααα∗
K
(ω)

ρK(ξ)Gt(ξ, ρK(ξ))

hK(αK(ξ))Ψt(αK(ξ), hK(αK(ξ)))
dλ(ξ)

= −C̃Θ(K,ω).

It is not hard to prove that both C̃Θ(K, ·) and CΘ(K, ·), for K ∈ K n
(o), are finite signed Borel

measures on Sn−1. The proof of this argument for C̃Θ(K, ·) (and hence for CΘ(K, ·) due to (3.6))
is rather standard and follows from steps very similar to those in [21, p.9] or [30, p.351-352]. It
can be also proved by using (3.3) and the fact that λ∗(K, ·) is a Borel measure on Sn−1 (see [8,
Lemma 3.3]), thus the proof is omitted. A standard argument, based on the simple functions and
a limit approach, shows that, for any bounded Borel function g : Sn−1 → R,

∫

Sn−1

g(u) dC̃Θ(K,u) =

∫

Sn−1

g(αK(ξ))ρK(ξ)Gt(ξ, ρK(ξ))

hK(αK(ξ))Ψt(αK(ξ), hK(αK(ξ)))
dλ(ξ), (3.7)

∫

Sn−1

g(u) dCΘ(K,u) =

∫

Sn−1

g(αK(ξ))ρK(ξ)Gt(ξ, ρK(ξ))

ρK∗(αK(ξ))Ψt(αK(ξ), ρK∗(αK(ξ)))
dλ(ξ). (3.8)

It is well known that, by letting ξ = x with x ∈ ∂K for K ∈ K n
(o) and dx = dH n−1(x),

∫

Sn−1

f(ξ) dξ =

∫

∂K
(x · νK(x))f(x)|x|

−n dx, (3.9)

(see [30, (2.31)]). Hence, if dλ(ξ) = pλ(ξ) dξ with pλ : Sn−1 → [0,∞), then
∫

Sn−1

g(u) dC̃Θ(K,u) =

∫

∂K
g(νK(x))

pλ(x)|x|
1−nGt(x, |x|)

Ψt(νK(x), x · νK(x))
dx, (3.10)

∫

Sn−1

g(u) dCΘ(K,u) =

∫

∂K
g(νK(x))

[x · νK(x)]2pλ(x)|x|
1−nGt(x, |x|)

Ψt(νK(x), [x · νK(x)]−1)
dx. (3.11)

We now prove a variational formula to derive the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image measure. Let
λ be a Lebesgue measure on Sn−1. Suppose that G : Sn−1 × (0,∞) → R is a function such that,
for K ∈ K n

(o), the function ξ 7→ G(ξ, ρK(ξ)) is measurable on Sn−1 and is integrable with respect

to λ. Define, ṼG,λ(K), the general dual volume of K ∈ K n
(o) with respect to λ, by

ṼG,λ(K) =

∫

Sn−1

G(ξ, ρK(ξ)) dλ(ξ). (3.12)

In general, one can define ṼG,λ for all f ∈ C+(Sn−1), where C+(Ω) for Ω ⊆ Sn−1 denotes the set
of all positive continuous functions defined on Ω. That is, if f ∈ C+(Sn−1),

ṼG,λ(f) =

∫

Sn−1

G(ξ, f(ξ)) dλ(ξ). (3.13)
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Clearly, ṼG,λ(K) = ṼG,λ(ρK) for K ∈ K n
(o). When dλ = dξ, ṼG,λ becomes the general dual volume

ṼG(K) [21, 22] given by

ṼG(K) =

∫

Sn−1

G(ξ, ρK(ξ)) dξ.

Hereafter, Ω ⊆ Sn−1 is always assumed to be a closed set not contained in any closed hemisphere
of Sn−1. Denote by C(Ω) the set of all continuous functions defined on Ω ⊆ Sn−1. For each
f ∈ C+(Ω), one can define two convex bodies associated to f : the Wulff shape generated by f

[f ] =
⋂

ξ∈Ω

{
x ∈ R

n : x · ξ ≤ f(ξ)
}
, (3.14)

and the convex hull generated by f :

〈f〉 = conv
{
f(ξ)ξ : ξ ∈ Ω

}
. (3.15)

Here, conv (E) denotes the convex hull of set E ⊆ R
n, i.e., conv (E) is the smallest convex closed

set containing E. It is easily checked that [f ] ∈ K n
(o) and 〈f〉 ∈ K n

(o) for f ∈ C+(Ω). A fundamental
relation between the Wulff shape and the convex hull is

[f ]∗ = 〈1/f〉 (3.16)

for f ∈ C+(Ω) (see e.g., [30, Lemma 2.8]). Obviously, for f ∈ C+(Ω),

h[f ] ≤ f and ρ〈f〉 ≥ f on Ω. (3.17)

In particular, if Ω = Sn−1 and K ∈ K n
(o),

[hK ] = K and 〈ρK〉 = K. (3.18)

Let Ψ ∈ CI ∪ Cd. Recall that ψξ = Ψ(ξ, ·) for each fixed ξ ∈ Sn−1. Then ψξ(·) is a
strictly monotonic function on (0,∞), and hence ψ−1

ξ (·) exists and is also strictly monotonic.

Let f ∈ C+(Ω) and g ∈ C(Ω). As Ω ⊆ Sn−1 is compact and Ψt is continuous, there exists a
constant δ > 0, such that, for all (ξ, ε) ∈ Ω× (−δ, δ), it is meaningful to define the Musielak-Orlicz
addition by

fε(ξ) = ψ−1
ξ (ψξ(f(ξ)) + εg(ξ)) . (3.19)

Clearly, f0(ξ) = f(ξ) and fε(ξ) ∈ C
+(Ω). Using the chain rule, it is easy to verify that,

∂fε(ξ)

∂ε

∣∣∣
ε=ε0

=
g(ξ)

ψ′
ξ(fε0(ξ))

(3.20)

for any (ξ, ε0) ∈ Ω× (−δ, δ), where

ψ′
ξ(t) = Ψt(ξ, t) =

∂Ψ(ξ, t)

∂t
.

Moreover, due to the compactness of Ω, a standard argument shows that fε → f uniformly on Ω
as ε→ 0.

We shall need the following lemma.
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Lemma 3.1. Let Ω ⊆ Sn−1 be a closed set that is not contained in any closed hemisphere of Sn−1.
Let fε be given as in (3.19) with f ∈ C+(Ω), g ∈ C(Ω) and Ψ ∈ CI ∪ Cd.

i) For v ∈ Sn−1 \ η〈f〉, let u0 = α〈f〉∗(v) and then

lim
ε→0

log h〈fε〉(v)− log h〈f〉(v)

ε
=

g(u0)

f(u0)Ψt(u0, f(u0))
. (3.21)

ii) For ξ ∈ Sn−1 \ η〈1/f〉, let u1 = α[f ](ξ) and then

lim
ε→0

log ρ[fε](ξ)− log ρ[f ](ξ)

ε
=

g(u1)

f(u1)Ψt(u1, f(u1))
. (3.22)

Proof. From (3.20), for any (ξ, ε0) ∈ Ω× (−δ, δ), we have

∂ log fε(ξ)

∂ε

∣∣∣
ε=ε0

=
g(ξ)

fε0(ξ)ψ
′
ξ(fε0(ξ))

.

By the mean value theorem, there exists θ(ξ, ε) ∈ (0, 1) such that

log fε(ξ)− log f(ξ) = ε
g(ξ)

fθ(ξ,ε)ε(ξ)ψ
′
ξ(fθ(ξ,ε)ε(ξ))

. (3.23)

Recall that α〈f〉∗(S
n−1 \ η〈f〉) ⊆ Ω [30, (4.24)]. Let v ∈ Sn−1 \ η〈f〉. Then there exists a vector,

say v0 ∈ Sn−1, such that, for ε ∈ (−δ, δ),

h〈f〉(v) = (v0 · v)f(v0) and h〈fε〉(v) ≥ (v0 · v)fε(v0). (3.24)

From (2.4) and (3.24), one clearly has v0 = α∗
〈f〉(v) = α〈f〉∗(v) since f(v0)v0 ∈ ∂〈f〉 and

v ∈ Sn−1 \ η〈f〉. As α〈f〉∗ is injective on Sn−1 \ η〈f〉, one further has v0 = u0 ∈ Ω. It follows
from (3.23) and (3.24) that

log h〈fε〉(v)− log h〈f〉(v) ≥ log fε(u0)− log f(u0) = ε
g(u0)

fθ(u0,ε)ε(u0)ψ
′
u0(fθ(u0,ε)ε(u0))

. (3.25)

By (3.15), there exists a uε ∈ Ω such that

h〈fε〉(v) = (uε · v)fε(uε) and h〈f〉(v) ≥ (uε · v)f(uε). (3.26)

Thus, from (3.23) and (3.26), we have

log h〈fε〉(v)− log h〈f〉(v) ≤ log fε(uε)− log f(uε) = ε
g(uε)

fθ(uε,ε)ε(uε)ψ
′
uε(fθ(uε,ε)ε(uε))

. (3.27)

Note that limε→0 uε = u0 which is a direct consequence of the fact that fε → f uniformly on Ω;
this can be easily proved following along the same lines as the proof of formula (4.8) in [30]. By
letting ε → 0, the desired argument (3.21) follows immediately from (3.25), (3.27), the continuity
of g and Ψt, and θ(·, ε) ∈ (0, 1) for all ε ∈ (−δ, δ).

Now let us prove (3.22). For any ξ ∈ Sn−1 \ η〈1/f〉 and ε ∈ (−δ, δ), it follows from (2.3) and
(3.16) that

ρ[fε](ξ) = ρ〈 1

fε
〉∗(ξ) =

1

h〈 1

fε
〉(ξ)

. (3.28)
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Recall that Ψ̃(ξ, t) = Ψ(ξ, 1/t) and let ψ̃ξ(t) = ψξ(1/t) for t ∈ (0,∞). Clearly, ψ̃ξ(·) is a monotonic
function on (0,∞) if Ψ ∈ CI ∩ Cd. Hence, it is meaningful to rewrite (3.19) as follows:

1

fε(ξ)
= ψ̃−1

ξ

(
ψ̃ξ

(
1

f(ξ)

)
+ εg(ξ)

)
. (3.29)

It is easily checked that ψ̃′
ξ(t) = −t−2ψ′

ξ(1/t). By (3.16), (3.21) (in fact, with u0 replaced by
α〈1/f〉∗(ξ) = α[f ](ξ) = u1 due to (3.16)), (3.28) and (3.29), one has

lim
ε→0

log ρ[fε](ξ)− log ρ[f ](ξ)

ε
= − lim

ε→0

log h〈1/fε〉(ξ)− log h〈1/f〉(ξ)

ε
=

g(u1)

f(u1)Ψt(u1, f(u1))
.

This completes the proof of (3.22).

Note that [fi] → [f ] and 〈fi〉 → 〈f〉, if f ∈ C+(Ω) and fi ∈ C+(Ω) for all i ∈ N such
that fi → f uniformly on Ω (see e.g., [30, p.345] and [54, Lemma 7.5.2]). It is also true that
Ki → K with Ki ∈ K n

(o) for all i ∈ N and K ∈ K n
(o) is equivalent to ρKi

→ ρK uniformly on

Sn−1. An application of the dominated convergence theorem yields the continuity of ṼG,λ(〈fε〉
∗)

and ṼG,λ([fε]) on ε ∈ (−δ, δ). The following theorem provides a result on the variational formulas

regarding ṼG,λ(〈fε〉
∗) and ṼG,λ([fε]), which can be used to derive the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image

measure and its polar.

Theorem 3.1. Let Ω ⊆ Sn−1 be a closed set that is not contained in any closed hemisphere of
Sn−1. Let Θ = (G,Ψ, λ) be a triple such that G ∈ C, Ψ ∈ CI ∪ Cd, and λ ∈ M. For fε given by
(3.19) with f ∈ C+(Ω) and g ∈ C(Ω), one has

lim
ε→0

ṼG,λ(〈fε〉
∗)− ṼG,λ(〈f〉

∗)

ε
= −

∫

Ω
g(u) dCΘ(〈f〉

∗, u), (3.30)

lim
ε→0

ṼG,λ([fε])− ṼG,λ([f ])

ε
=

∫

Ω
g(u) dC̃Θ([f ], u). (3.31)

Proof. It has been shown in [21, p.17] that for any h0 ∈ C+(Ω), one has

h[h0](α[h0](ξ)) = h0(α[h0](ξ)) for H
n−1 − almost all ξ ∈ Sn−1.

Applying this result to h0 = 1/f for f ∈ C+(Ω), one can obtain that, by (2.3), (3.16) and the fact
that λ is absolutely continuous with respect to dξ,

ρ〈f〉(α〈f〉∗(ξ)) = f(α〈f〉∗(ξ)) for λ− almost all ξ ∈ Sn−1.

For ε ∈ (−δ, δ), let Kε = 〈fε〉
∗ = [1/fε] ∈ K n

(o) where fε ∈ C+(Ω) is given by (3.19) with

f ∈ C+(Ω) and g ∈ C(Ω). When ε = 0, K0 = 〈f〉∗ = [1/f ] ∈ K n
(o). By (2.3), one sees that

(K∗)∗ = K for K ∈ K n
(o) and hence for all ε ∈ (−δ, δ),

ρKε =
1

hK∗
ε

=
1

h〈fε〉
.

This further implies that for each ξ ∈ Sn−1,

∂G(ξ, ρKε(ξ))

∂ε
= ρKε(ξ)Gt(ξ, ρKε(ξ))

d log ρKε(ξ)

dε

= −

(
1

h〈fε〉(ξ)
Gt

(
ξ,

1

h〈fε〉(ξ)

) d log h〈fε〉(ξ)
dε

)
. (3.32)
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Hence, for λ-almost all ξ ∈ Sn−1, by (3.21) and (3.32), one can get

∂G(ξ, ρKε(ξ))

∂ε

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

= −

(
1

h〈f〉(ξ)
Gt

(
ξ,

1

h〈f〉(ξ)

) g(α〈f〉∗ (ξ))

f(α〈f〉∗(ξ))Ψt(α〈f〉∗(ξ), f(α〈f〉∗(ξ)))

)

= −

(
ρK0

(ξ)Gt
(
ξ, ρK0

(ξ)
)
g(αK0

(ξ))

f(αK0
(ξ))Ψt(αK0

(ξ), f(αK0
(ξ)))

)
. (3.33)

Moreover, there are δ0 ∈ (0, δ) and a constant M > 0, such that for ε ∈ (−δ0, δ0) and all ξ ∈ Sn−1,

∣∣∣∣
G(ξ, ρKε(ξ))−G(ξ, ρK0

(ξ))

ε

∣∣∣∣ ≤M.

This can be done because, involving in (3.25), (3.27) and (3.32), the sets (i.e., Ω and Sn−1) are
all compact, the functions G ∈ C and Ψ ∈ CI ∪ Cd (hence Gt and Ψt are all continuous), and the
family of functions fε is uniformly bounded on Ω from below by a positive number and from above
by a finite number. For more details on how to find M , please refer to, e.g., the proofs of Lemma
4.2 in [30], Theorem 4.1 [65] and Lemma 4.2 in [69]. It follows from (3.33) and the dominated
convergence theorem that, for Kε = 〈fε〉

∗ and K0 = 〈f〉∗,

lim
ε→0

ṼG,λ(〈fε〉
∗)− ṼG,λ(〈f〉

∗)

ε
= lim

ε→0

ṼG,λ(Kε)− ṼG,λ(K0)

ε

= lim
ε→0

∫

Sn−1

G(ξ, ρKε(ξ)) −G(ξ, ρK0
(ξ))

ε
dλ(ξ)

=

∫

Sn−1

lim
ε→0

G(ξ, ρKε(ξ)) −G(ξ, ρK0
(ξ))

ε
dλ(ξ)

= −

∫

Sn−1\η〈f〉

ρK0
(ξ)Gt

(
ξ, ρK0

(ξ)
)
g(αK0

(ξ))

f(αK0
(ξ))Ψt(αK0

(ξ), f(αK0
(ξ)))

dλ(ξ). (3.34)

Recall that α〈f〉∗(S
n−1 \ η〈f〉) ⊆ Ω [30, (4.24)]. The compactness of Ω, together with the Tietze

extension theorem, yields the existence of g : Sn−1 → R such that g is continuous on Sn−1 and for
ξ ∈ Sn−1 \ η〈f〉,

g(α〈f〉∗ (ξ)) = g(αK0
(ξ)) = (g1Ω)(αK0

(ξ)) = (g1Ω)(α〈f〉∗(ξ)),

where 1E is the indicator function of E, i.e., 1E(x) = 1 if x ∈ E and 1E(x) = 0 if x /∈ E. Applying
this to (3.34), one further gets

lim
ε→0

ṼG,λ(〈fε〉
∗)− ṼG,λ(〈f〉

∗)

ε
= −

∫

Sn−1

(g1Ω)(αK0
(ξ))ρK0

(ξ)Gt
(
ξ, ρK0

(ξ)
)

f(αK0
(ξ))Ψt(αK0

(ξ), f(αK0
(ξ)))

dλ(ξ)

= −

∫

Sn−1

(g1Ω)(u) dCΘ(K0, u)

= −

∫

Ω
g(u) dCΘ(〈f〉

∗, u).

where we have used (3.8) in the second equality and

f(αK0
(ξ)) = f(α〈f〉∗(ξ)) = ρ〈f〉(α〈f〉∗(ξ)) = ρK∗

0
(αK0

(ξ)).

This concludes the proof of (3.30).
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The variational formula (3.31) follows along the same lines as the proof for (3.30), based on
(3.22). A more direct proof for (3.31) can be given by the combination of (3.6) and (3.30). Indeed,
let Θ = (G,Ψ, λ) be a given triple and Θ̃ = (G, Ψ̃, λ). It follows from (3.6), (3.16) and (3.30)
(applied to Θ̃ instead of Θ due to (3.29)) that

lim
ε→0

ṼG,λ([fε])− ṼG,λ([f ])

ε
= lim

ε→0

ṼG,λ(〈1/fε〉
∗)− ṼG,λ(〈1/f〉

∗)

ε

= −

∫

Ω
g(u) dC

Θ̃
(〈1/f〉∗, u)

=

∫

Ω
g(u) dC̃Θ(〈1/f〉

∗, u)

=

∫

Ω
g(u) dC̃Θ([f ], u).

This completes the proof of (3.31).

4 The Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem

This section is dedicated to introduce the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem and some of its
special cases. Indeed, it has been explained in Section 3 that both C̃Θ(K, ·) and CΘ(K, ·) are
signed Borel measures on Sn−1. We now prove some basic properties for CΘ(K, ·) and C̃Θ(K, ·) for
K ∈ K n

(o).

Proposition 4.1. Let Θ = (G,Ψ, λ) be a triple such that G ∈ C, Ψ ∈ CI ∪ Cd and λ ∈ M. Let
K ∈ K n

(o). Then the following statements hold.

i) Both CΘ(Ki, ·) → CΘ(K, ·) and C̃Θ(Ki, ·) → C̃Θ(K, ·) weakly for any sequence of {Ki}i∈N such
that Ki ∈ K n

(o) for any i ∈ N and Ki → K ∈ K n
(o).

ii) The signed measures CΘ(K, ·) and C̃Θ(K, ·) are absolutely continuous with respect to S(K, ·).

iii) If G and Ψ are either both in CI or both in Cd, then C̃Θ(K, ·) and CΘ(K, ·) are nonzero
finite Borel measures. If, in addition, λ is strictly positive on nonempty open subsets of Sn−1,
then C̃Θ(K, ·) and CΘ(K, ·) are not concentrated on any closed hemisphere of Sn−1. The same
arguments also hold for −C̃Θ(K, ·) and −CΘ(K, ·), if one of G and Ψ is in CI and the other one
is in Cd.

Proof. Due to (3.6), only C̃Θ(K, ·) will be discussed. Part i) follows easily from a standard argument
of the dominated convergence theorem, by (3.3) and the facts that ρKi

→ ρK and hKi
→ hK

uniformly on Sn−1, αKi
→ αK (holding except a subset of Sn−1 whose H n−1-measure is zero [30,

Lemma 2.2]), and λ(K, ·) (and hence λ∗(K, ·)) is weakly convergent on K n
(o) ([8, Lemma 3.4]).

ii) Let K ∈ K n
(o) and ω ∈ B such that S(K,ω) = 0. It has been proved in [8, Lemma 3.5] that

λ(K, ·) for K ∈ K n
(o) is absolutely continuous with respect to the surface area measure S(K∗, ·).

Applying this to K∗, one gets λ(K∗, ω) = λ∗(K,ω) = 0. As K ∈ K n
(o), there exist two constants

0 < r0 < R0 <∞ such that both hK and ρK are in (r0, R0) on S
n−1. The continuity of Gt and Ψt

yield that

c1 := sup
ξ∈Sn−1

∣∣∣∣
ρK(ξ)Gt(ξ, ρK(ξ))

hK(αK(ξ))Ψt(αK(ξ), hK(αK(ξ)))

∣∣∣∣ <∞. (4.1)
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Together with (3.1) (or (3.7)) and (3.2), one has

∣∣C̃Θ(K,ω)
∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣
∫

ααα∗
K
(ω)

ρK(ξ)Gt(ξ, ρK(ξ))

hK(αK(ξ))Ψt(αK(ξ), hK(αK(ξ)))
dλ(ξ)

∣∣∣∣

≤ c1

∫

ααα∗
K
(ω)

dλ(ξ) = c1λ (α
∗
K(ω)) = c1λ

∗(K,ω) = 0. (4.2)

This concludes that C̃Θ(K, ·) is absolutely continuous with respect to S(K, ·).

iii) Only the proof for the case when G ∈ CI and Ψ ∈ CI will be given, and the other cases follow
along the same lines. A calculation similar to (4.1) yields that

c2 := inf
ξ∈Sn−1

ρK(ξ)Gt(ξ, ρK(ξ))

hK(αK(ξ))Ψt(αK(ξ), hK(αK(ξ)))
> 0. (4.3)

This implies that C̃Θ(K, ·) is a nonzero measure. Following the proof of (4.2), one can also prove

C̃Θ(K,S
n−1) ≤ c1λ

∗(K,Sn−1) <∞.

Hence C̃Θ(K, ·) is finite.
Assume that, in addition, λ is strictly positive on nonempty open subsets of Sn−1. We now

claim that C̃Θ(K, ·) satisfies (2.5). This is an easy consequence of (3.7), (4.3) and Lemma 2.1: for
any u ∈ Sn−1,

∫

Sn−1

(u · v)+ dC̃Θ(K, v) =

∫

Sn−1

(u · αK(ξ))+
ρK(ξ)Gt(ξ, ρK(ξ))

hK(αK(ξ))Ψt(αK(ξ), hK(αK(ξ)))
dλ(ξ)

≥ c2

∫

Sn−1

(u · αK(ξ))+ dλ(ξ) > 0,

where the second inequality follows from (2.4) and (2.10) (applying to K∗).

Proposition 4.1 suggests the following Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem.

Problem 4.1 (The Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem). Let G ∈ C, Ψ ∈ C, and λ be a nonzero
finite Lebesgue measure on Sn−1. Under what conditions on Θ = (G,Ψ, λ) and a nonzero finite
Borel measure µ on Sn−1 do there exist a K ∈ K n

(o) and a constant τ ∈ R such that µ = τC̃Θ(K, ·)?

Let |µ| =
∫
Sn−1 dµ(u). Clearly, if Problem 4.1 has K ∈ K n

(o) as its solution, then

τ =
|µ|

C̃Θ(K,Sn−1)
.

Problem 4.1 is for the characterization of the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image measure. Similar
problem can be posed for the polar Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image measure.

Problem 4.2 (The polar Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem). Let G ∈ C, Ψ ∈ C, and λ
be a nonzero finite Lebesgue measure on Sn−1. Under what conditions on Θ = (G,Ψ, λ) and a
nonzero finite Borel measure µ on Sn−1 do there exist a K ∈ K n

(o) and a constant κ ∈ R such that

µ = κCΘ(K, ·)?
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Again if Problem 4.2 has K ∈ K n
(o) as its solution, then

κ =
|µ|

CΘ(K,Sn−1)
.

When G = Ψ = log t, it can be seen from (3.3) that Problems 4.1 and 4.2 reduce to the Gauss image
problem (i.e., Problem 2.1) introduced in [8]. From the discussion in Section 3, one clearly sees
that Problem 4.1 also generalizes the Minkowski problem [51, 52], the Lp Minkowski problem [47],
the Orlicz-Minkowski problem [23], the (Lp) dual Minkowski [30, 50], the dual Orlicz-Minkowski
problems [21, 22, 65, 69], and the (Lp and Orlicz) Aleksandrov problem [1, 20, 31].

Problems 4.1 and 4.2 have close connections with the Monge-Ampère type equations. To see
this, let K ∈ K n

(o) be smooth enough, in particular, satisfying that hK is differentiable at each point

on Sn−1 and ∂K has positive Gauss curvature at each point. Denote by ∇hK(u) the gradient of
hK at u ∈ Sn−1 and by ∇̄h the gradient of h with respect to an orthonormal frame on Sn−1. Then
∇hK = ∇̄hK + hKι, where ι denotes the identity map on Sn−1 (see, e.g., [50, (2.2)]). Let ∇̄2h be
the Hessian matrix of h with respect to an orthonormal frame on Sn−1. Then, see e.g., [50, (3.28)],
for all u ∈ Sn−1,

dS(K,u)

du
= det(∇̄2hK(u) + hK(u)I),

where I denotes the identity matrix. Recall that ∇hK(u) = ν−1
K (u) and ∇hK(νK(x)) = x hold for

all u ∈ Sn−1 and x ∈ ∂K. Consequently, by (2.6), (3.10) and (3.11), one gets

dC̃Θ(K,u) =
pλ

(
∇hK(u)
|∇hK(u)|

)
|∇hK(u)|1−nGt

(
∇hK(u)
|∇hK(u)| , |∇hK(u)|

)

Ψt(u, hK(u))
dS(K,u), (4.4)

dCΘ(K,u) =
pλ

(
∇hK(u)
|∇hK(u)|

)(
hK(u)

)2
|∇hK(u)|1−nGt

(
∇hK(u)
|∇hK(u)| , |∇hK(u)|

)

Ψt(u, (hK(u))−1)
dS(K,u),

where dλ(ξ) = pλ(ξ) dξ with pλ : Sn−1 → [0,∞). Subsequently, if µ has its density function to be
pµ with respect to dξ, then (4.4) yields the following rephrase of Problem 4.1 as an Monge-Ampère
type equation:

pµ = τ
P (∇̄h+ hι) det(∇̄2h+ hI)

Ψt(·, h)
pλ

(
∇̄h+ hι

|∇̄h+ hι|

)
, (4.5)

where P (y) = |y|1−nGt(ȳ, |y|) for y ∈ R
n. Thus, finding a solution to Problem 4.1 requires to find

a τ ∈ R and h : Sn−1 → (0,∞) satisfying (4.5). Similarly, Problem 4.2 can be rephrased as follows:

pµ = κ
h2P (∇̄h+ hι) det(∇̄2h+ hI)

Ψt(·, 1/h)
pλ

(
∇̄h+ hι

|∇̄h+ hι|

)
.

Some special cases of Problems 4.1 and 4.2 are of particular interest.

Case 1: G = tn/n, Ψ ∈ C, and dλ(ξ) = dξ. In this case, the measure C̃Θ(K, ·) will be denoted
by SΨ(K, ·) and called the Musielak-Orlicz surface area measure of K ∈ K n

(o). Indeed, SΨ(K, ·)

has the (Lp and Orlicz) surface area measures (2.6) as its special cases, and satisfies the following
formula due to (3.1):

SΨ(K,ω) =

∫

ααα∗
K
(ω)

ρnK(ξ)

hK(αK(ξ))Ψt(αK(ξ), hK(αK(ξ)))
dξ.
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Moreover, letting u = αK(ξ), it can be verified by (2.6) and (3.9) that

dSΨ(K,u)

dS(K,u)
=

1

Ψt(u, hK(u))
.

A direct consequence of Theorem 3.1 is the following result, which provides a variational formula
to derive SΨ(K, ·).

Theorem 4.1. Let Ψ ∈ CI ∪ Cd and Ω ⊆ Sn−1 be a closed set that is not contained in any closed
hemisphere of Sn−1. For fε given by (3.19) with f ∈ C+(Ω) and g ∈ C(Ω), one has

lim
ε→0

V ([fε])− V ([f ])

ε
=

∫

Ω
g(u) dSΨ([f ], u).

Thus, the following Musielak-Orlicz-Minkowski problem can be proposed.

Problem 4.3 (The Musielak-Orlicz-Minkowski problem). Under what conditions on Ψ ∈ C and a
nonzero finite Borel measure µ on Sn−1 do there exist a K ∈ K n

(o) and a constant τ ∈ R such that

µ = τSΨ(K, ·)?

Problem 4.3 is related to “an increasing function” G ∈ CI , and will be studied in our future work
[27]. The Musielak-Orlicz-Minkowski problem deserves its own special attention as it is the direct
extension of the Lp and Orlicz Minkowski problems and lies in the framework of (the extension of)
the Brunn-Minkowski theory of convex bodies. By (4.5), the Monge-Ampère type equation related
to Problem 4.3 is

pµ = τ
det(∇̄2h+ hI)

Ψt(·, h)
.

Case 2: G ∈ C, Ψ ∈ C, and dλ(ξ) = dξ. In this case, ṼG,λ(K) = ṼG(K) becomes the general

dual volume of K, C̃G,Ψ(K, ·) for K ∈ K n
(o) given by (3.4) defines an Musielak-Orlicz extension

of the dual curvature measures [21, 30, 50, 65, 69], and hence the following dual Musielak-Orlicz-
Minkowski problem can be posed.

Problem 4.4 (The dual Musielak-Orlicz-Minkowski problem). Under what conditions on G ∈ C,
Ψ ∈ C and a nonzero finite Borel measure µ on Sn−1 do there exist a K ∈ K n

(o) and a constant

τ ∈ R such that µ = τC̃G,Ψ(K, ·)?

By (4.5), the corresponding Monge-Ampère type equation related to the dual Musielak-Orlicz-
Minkowski problem is

pµ = τ
P (∇̄h+ hι) det(∇̄2h+ hI)

Ψt(·, h)
,

where P (y) = |y|1−nGt(ȳ, |y|) for y ∈ R
n.

Case 3: G = log t, Ψ ∈ C and λ a nonzero finite Lebesgue measure on Sn−1. In this case, we shall
give the following Musielak-Orlicz extension of λ∗(K, ·).

Definition 4.1. Let Θ = (G,Ψ, λ) be such that λ is a nonzero finite Lebesgue measure on Sn−1,
and Ψ ∈ CI ∪ Cd. For K ∈ K n

(o), define J̃Ψ,λ(K, ·) = C̃Θ(K, ·) with G = log t, namely, for each
Borel set ω ∈ B,

J̃Ψ,λ(K, ·) =

∫

ααα∗
K
(ω)

1

hK(αK(ξ))Ψt(αK(ξ), hK(αK(ξ)))
dλ(ξ).
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Clearly, one can also have, for all K ∈ K n
(o),

C̃(− log t,Ψ,λ)(K, ·) = −J̃Ψ,λ(K, ·). (4.6)

This formula is convenient in later context when finding solutions to Problem 4.5. According to
(3.3), it follows that

dJ̃Ψ,λ(K,u)

dλ∗(K,u)
=

1

hK(u)Ψt(u, hK(u))
for u ∈ Sn−1. (4.7)

Clearly, J̃Ψ,λ(K, ·) is a finite signed Borel measure on Sn−1. Moreover, it follows from (3.7) that,
for any bounded Borel function g : Sn−1 → R,

∫

Sn−1

g(u) dJ̃Ψ,λ(K,u) =

∫

Sn−1

g(αK(ξ))

hK(αK(ξ))Ψt(αK(ξ), hK(αK(ξ)))
dλ(ξ). (4.8)

Regarding this measure, one can pose the following problem.

Problem 4.5. Let Ψ ∈ C and λ be a nonzero finite Lebesgue measure on Sn−1. Under what
conditions on Ψ, λ and a nonzero finite Borel measure µ on Sn−1 do there exist a K ∈ K n

(o) and a

constant κ ∈ R such that µ = κJ̃Ψ,λ(K, ·)?

Again, by (4.5), the corresponding Monge-Ampère type equation related to Problem 4.5 is

pµ = κ
det(∇̄2h+ hI)

Ψt(·, h)|∇̄h+ hι|n
pλ

(
∇̄h+ hι

|∇̄h+ hι|

)
,

where dλ(ξ) = pλ(ξ) dξ with pλ : Sn−1 → [0,∞). Note that J̃log,λ(K, ·) = λ∗(K, ·). Consequently,
Problem 4.5 becomes the Gauss image problem [8] (up to a difference of polarity of convex bodies).

A crucial geometric invariant related to J̃Ψ,λ(K, ·) is Eλ(K), the entropy of K ∈ K n
(o) with

respect to the measure λ. For K ∈ K n
(o), let

Eλ(K) = Ṽlog,λ(K
∗) =

∫

Sn−1

log ρK∗(ξ)dλ(ξ). (4.9)

Clearly Eλ(B
n) = 0. When dλ(ξ) = dξ, it reduces to the entropy of K ∈ K n

(o), which plays

essential roles in solving the Aleksandrov type problems. Letting G = log t in (3.30) and (3.31),
by (3.7), (3.8) and (4.8), one can easily get the following variational formula.

Theorem 4.2. Let Ω ⊆ Sn−1 be a closed set that is not contained in any closed hemisphere of
Sn−1. Let Ψ ∈ CI ∪ Cd and λ ∈ M. For fε given by (3.19) with f ∈ C+(Ω) and g ∈ C(Ω), one has

lim
ε→0

Eλ (〈fε〉)− Eλ (〈f〉)

ε
= −

∫

Ω
g(u) dJΨ,λ(〈f〉

∗, u),

lim
ε→0

Eλ([fε]
∗)− Eλ([f ]

∗)

ε
=

∫

Ω
g(u) dJ̃Ψ,λ([f ], u),

where JΨ,λ(K, ·) is the measure, such that, for all ω ∈ B,

JΨ,λ(K,ω) =

∫

ααα∗
K
(ω)

1

ρK∗(αK(ξ))Ψt(αK(ξ), ρK∗(αK(ξ)))
dλ(ξ). (4.10)
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Clearly, JΨ,λ(K, ·) = CΘ(K, ·) for K ∈ K n
(o) and Θ = (log t,Ψ, λ). Formula (3.6) yields that, if

Ψ̃(ξ, t) = Ψ(ξ, 1t ) for (ξ, t) ∈ Sn−1 × (0,∞), then

JΨ̃,λ(K, ·) = −J̃Ψ,λ(K, ·). (4.11)

We now state some basic properties for J̃Ψ,λ(K, ·) and JΨ,λ(K, ·), which follow from Proposition
4.1 by letting G = log t.

Proposition 4.2. Let K ∈ K n
(o), Ψ ∈ CI ∪ Cd and λ ∈ M. Then the following statements hold.

i) Both J
Ψ̃,λ

(Ki, ·) → J
Ψ̃,λ

(K, ·) and J̃Ψ,λ(Ki, ·) → J̃Ψ,λ(K, ·) weakly for any sequence of {Ki}i∈N
such that Ki ∈ K n

(o) for any i ∈ N and Ki → K ∈ K n
(o).

ii) Both JΨ̃,λ(K, ·) and J̃Ψ,λ(K, ·) are absolutely continuous with respect to S(K, ·).

iii) If Ψ ∈ CI , then J̃Ψ,λ(K, ·) and JΨ̃,λ(K, ·) are nonzero finite Borel measures. If, in addition,

λ is strictly positive on nonempty open subsets of Sn−1, then J̃Ψ,λ(K, ·) and JΨ̃,λ(K, ·) are not

concentrated on any closed hemisphere of Sn−1. The same arguments also hold for −J̃Ψ,λ(K, ·)
and −J

Ψ̃,λ
(K, ·), if Ψ ∈ Cd.

Case 4: G = log t, Ψ ∈ C, and dλ(ξ) = dξ. In this case, Problem 4.1 becomes the Musielak-
Orlicz extension of the Aleksandrov problem. Recall that the Aleksandrov’s integral curvature
J(K, ·) for K ∈ K n

(o) is λ(K, ·) with dλ(ξ) = dξ. Moreover, J∗(K, ·) = J(K∗, ·) for K ∈ K n
(o).

Comparing J(K, ·) and (3.2), one sees J∗(K, ·) = C̃Θ1
(K, ·) with Θ1 = (log t, log t, dξ). So

J̃Ψ(K, ·) = J̃Ψ, dξ(K, ·) defines a Musielak-Orlicz extension of J∗(K, ·) and by (4.7),

dJ̃Ψ(K,u)

dJ∗(K,u)
=

1

hK(u)Ψt(u, hK(u))
for u ∈ Sn−1.

Thus, the following Musielak-Orlicz-Aleksandrov problem can be posed; this provides an extension
of the Aleksandrov problems [1, 20, 31] (again, up to a difference of polarity of convex bodies).

Problem 4.6 (The Musielak-Orlicz-Aleksandrov problem). Under what conditions on Ψ and a
nonzero finite Borel measure µ on Sn−1 do there exist a K ∈ K n

(o) and a constant κ ∈ R such that

µ = κJ̃Ψ(K, ·)?

Again, by (4.5), the corresponding Monge-Ampère type equation related to the Musielak-Orlicz-
Aleksandrov problem is

pµ = κ
det(∇̄2h+ hI)

Ψt(·, h)|∇̄h+ hι|n
.

5 A solution to the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem

Our goal in this section is to provide solutions to Problems 4.1 and 4.2, mainly under the condition
that G is strictly decreasing on its second variable. Let λ ∈ M and µ be nonzero finite Borel
measures on Sn−1. Let G : Sn−1× (0,∞) → (0,∞) be a continuous function and Ψ ∈ Cd. Consider
the following two optimization problems:

inf
{
ṼΨ,µ(Q) : ṼG,λ(Q

∗) = ṼG,λ(B
n) and Q ∈ K

n
(o)

}
, (5.1)

inf
{
ṼΨ,µ(f) : ṼG,λ(〈f〉

∗) = ṼG,λ(B
n) and f ∈ C+

(
Sn−1

)}
, (5.2)
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where ṼG,λ(K) and ṼG,λ(f) are given in (3.12) and (3.13), i.e.,

ṼG,λ(K) =

∫

Sn−1

G(ξ, ρK(ξ)) dλ(ξ) and ṼG,λ(f) =

∫

Sn−1

G(ξ, f(ξ)) dλ(ξ).

Recall that ψξ(t) = Ψ(ξ, t) and ψ−1
ξ is its inverse on (0,∞).

The following lemma plays important roles in solving Problem 4.2.

Lemma 5.1. Let λ ∈ M and µ be nonzero finite Borel measures on Sn−1. Suppose that G ∈ C
and Ψ ∈ Cd such that CΘ(Q,S

n−1) 6= 0 for all Q ∈ K n
(o). If the optimization problem (5.1) admits

a solution, say K ∈ K n
(o), then K0 = K∗ is a solution to Problem 4.2, namely, the following holds:

µ

|µ|
=

CΘ(K0, ·)

CΘ(K0, Sn−1)
. (5.3)

Proof. For any f ∈ C+(Sn−1) such that ṼG,λ(〈f〉
∗) = ṼG,λ(B

n), it follows from (3.18) that 〈ρ〈f〉〉 =

〈f〉, which further implies ṼG,λ(〈ρ〈f〉〉
∗) = ṼG,λ(〈f〉

∗) = ṼG,λ(B
n) and ṼΨ,µ(ρ〈f〉) = ṼΨ,µ(〈f〉). On

the other hand, by Ψ ∈ Cd and (3.17), one has

ṼΨ,µ(f) =

∫

Sn−1

Ψ(ξ, f(ξ)) dµ(ξ) ≥

∫

Sn−1

Ψ
(
ξ, ρ〈f〉(ξ)

)
dµ(ξ) = ṼΨ,µ

(
ρ〈f〉

)
.

Hence if K ∈ K n
(o) solves the optimization problem (5.1), then ρK ∈ C+(Sn−1) solves the

optimization problem (5.2).
Let g ∈ C(Sn−1) be an arbitrary continuous function on Sn−1. As ρK ∈ C+(Sn−1), for

sufficiently small ε1, ε2, ε, it is meaningful to define

fε1+ε,ε2(ξ) = ψ−1
ξ (ψξ(fε1,ε2(ξ)) + εg(ξ)) and fε1,ε2+ε(ξ) = ψ−1

ξ (ψξ(fε1,ε2(ξ)) + ε) ,

where fε1,ε2 is given by

fε1,ε2(ξ) = ψ−1
ξ (ψξ(ρK(ξ)) + ε1g(ξ) + ε2) . (5.4)

A more convenient formula for fε1,ε2 given in (5.4) is

Ψ(ξ, fε1,ε2(ξ)) = Ψ(ξ, ρK(ξ)) + ε1g(ξ) + ε2. (5.5)

It follows from (3.30) (with f = fε1,ε2) that

∂

∂ε1
ṼG,λ(〈fε1,ε2〉

∗) = lim
ε→0

ṼG,λ(〈fε1+ε,ε2〉
∗)− ṼG,λ(〈fε1,ε2〉

∗)

ε

= −

∫

Sn−1

g(ξ) dCΘ(〈fε1,ε2〉
∗, ξ). (5.6)

Similarly, one can also have

∂

∂ε2
ṼG,λ(〈fε1,ε2〉

∗) = −

∫

Sn−1

dCΘ(〈fε1,ε2〉
∗, ξ) = −CΘ(〈fε1,ε2〉

∗, Sn−1) 6= 0. (5.7)

Note that fε1,ε2 depends continuously on ε1 and ε2. Hence, part i) in Proposition 4.1 implies
the weak convergence of CΘ(〈fε1,ε2〉

∗, ·) on ε1 and ε2, respectively. Together with (5.6) and (5.7),
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ṼG,λ(〈fε1,ε2〉
∗) has a gradient which has rank 1 and is continuous on ε1 and ε2. In particular,

ṼG,λ(〈fε1,ε2〉
∗) is continuously differentiable on ε1 and ε2. Therefore, the method of Lagrange

multipliers can be applied to the optimization problem (5.2) to get a constant κ = κ(g) such that

∂

∂εi

(
ṼΨ,µ(fε1,ε2) + κ

(
ṼG,λ(〈fε1,ε2〉

∗)− ṼG,λ(B
n)
)) ∣∣∣

ε1=ε2=0
= 0, i = 1, 2. (5.8)

It follows from (2.3), (3.16), (3.18) and (5.4) that

〈f0,0〉
∗ = 〈ρK〉

∗ = 〈1/hK∗〉∗ = [hK∗ ] = K∗.

Hence, ṼG,λ(〈f0,0〉
∗) = ṼG,λ(K

∗) = ṼG,λ(B
n). Together with (3.12), (5.5), (5.6), (5.7), and (5.8),

one can easily have
∫

Sn−1

g(ξ) dµ(ξ) = κ(g)

∫

Sn−1

g(ξ) dCΘ(K
∗, ξ) and |µ| = κ(g)CΘ(K

∗, Sn−1). (5.9)

In particular, κ = κ(g) is a constant independent of the choice of g ∈ C(Sn−1):

κ =
|µ|

CΘ(K∗, Sn−1)
.

Thus, by (5.9), the following formula holds for any g ∈ C(Ω):
∫

Sn−1

g(ξ) dµ(ξ) =
|µ|

CΘ(K∗, Sn−1)

∫

Sn−1

g(ξ) dCΘ(K
∗, ξ).

This concludes that, by letting K0 = K∗, (5.3) holds on B.

Lemma 5.2. Let G ∈ Gd and µ be a nonzero finite Borel measure on Sn−1 that is not concentrated
on any closed hemisphere. Assume that {Ki}i∈N ⊆ K n

(o) is a sequence such that

sup
i∈N

∫

Sn−1

G(ξ, ρK∗
i
(ξ)) dµ(ξ) < +∞. (5.10)

Then, the sequence {Ki}i∈N is uniformly bounded, namely, there exists a finite constant R such
that Ki ⊆ RBn for all i ∈ N.

Proof. For each i ∈ N, let Ri = maxv∈Sn−1 ρKi
(v) and vi ∈ Sn−1 be such that Ri = ρKi

(vi). We
now claim that supi∈NRi < +∞ by contradiction. Assume not, a subsequence {Rij}j∈N of {Ri}i∈N
can be obtained so that vij → v0 ∈ Sn−1 (due to the compactness of Sn−1) and limj→∞Rij = +∞.
For v ∈ Sn−1 and β ∈ (0, 1), let

Σβ(v) = {u ∈ Sn−1 : u · v ≥ β}.

As µ is not concentrated on any closed hemisphere, a simple argument by the monotone
convergence theorem implies the existence of β0 ∈ (0, 1) such that µ(Σβ0(v0)) > 0. For any
ξ ∈ Σβ0(v0) and i ∈ N, one has ρKi

(vi)vi ∈ Ki and hence

hKi
(ξ) ≥ ρKi

(vi)(ξ · vi) = Ri(ξ · vi).

The continuity of the function u 7→ ξ · u and the facts that ξ · v0 ≥ β0 and vij → v0 yield the
existence of j0 ∈ N such that for all j ≥ j0,

hKij
(ξ) ≥ Rij (ξ · vij ) ≥

Rijβ0

2
.
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By (2.3), (3.12), (5.10) and G ∈ Gd, one gets, for all j ≥ j0,

+∞ >

∫

Sn−1

G(ξ, ρK∗
ij
(ξ)) dµ(ξ) =

∫

Sn−1

G(ξ, hKij
(ξ)−1) dµ(ξ) ≥

∫

Σβ0
(v0)

G
(
ξ,

2

Rijβ0

)
dµ(ξ).

As limt→0+ G(ξ, t) = +∞ for each ξ ∈ Sn−1 and limj→∞Rij = +∞, Fatou’s lemma yields that

+∞ > lim inf
j→∞

∫

Σβ0
(v0)

G
(
ξ,

2

Rijβ0

)
dµ(ξ) ≥

∫

Σβ0
(v0)

lim inf
j→∞

G
(
ξ,

2

Rijβ0

)
dµ(ξ) = +∞.

This is a contradiction and hence the sequence {Ki}i∈N is uniformly bounded.

Lemma 5.3. Let Ψ ∈ Cd be such that

lim
t→0+

Ψ(ξ, t) = +∞ for each ξ ∈ Sn−1. (5.11)

Let µ be a nonzero finite Borel measure on Sn−1 that is not concentrated on any closed hemisphere.
Assume that the sequence {Ki}i∈N ⊆ K n

(o) is uniformly bounded such that

sup
i∈N

∫

Sn−1

Ψ(ξ, ρKi
(ξ)) dµ(ξ) < +∞. (5.12)

Then, there exists a subsequence of {Ki}i∈N which converges to some L ∈ K n
(o).

Proof. Let R be a finite constant such that Ki ⊆ RBn for all i ∈ N. Applying the Blaschke
selection theorem to {Ki}i∈N, a convex compact set L ⊆ R

n and a subsequence of {Ki}i∈N can be
found (which will still be denoted by Ki), such that Ki → L in the Hausdorff metric.

We now claim that L ∈ K n
(o). Assuming the contrary, there exist w0 ∈ Sn−1 and β1 > 0 such

that 0 = hL(w0) = limi→∞ hKi
(w0) and µ(Σβ1(w0)) > 0, where the latter one follows from the fact

that µ is a nonzero finite Borel measure not concentrated on any closed hemisphere. From (3.12),
(5.12), Ψ ∈ Cd, and Ki ⊆ RBn for all i ∈ N, one has

+∞ > lim inf
i→∞

∫

Sn−1

Ψ(ξ, ρKi
(ξ)) dµ(ξ)

≥ lim inf
i→∞

∫

Σβ1
(w0)

Ψ(ξ, ρKi
(ξ)) dµ(ξ) +

∫

Sn−1\Σβ1
(w0)

Ψ(ξ,R) dµ(ξ)

≥ lim inf
i→∞

∫

Σβ1
(w0)

Ψ(ξ, ρKi
(ξ)) dµ(ξ) + µ(Sn−1 \Σβ1(w0)) min

u∈Sn−1
Ψ(u,R) . (5.13)

If v ∈ Σβ1(w0), then β1ρKi
(v) ≤ ρKi

(v)v · w0 ≤ hKi
(w0). Thus ρKi

→ 0 uniformly on Σβ1(w0) as
i→ ∞, due to limi→∞ hKi

(w0) = 0. This further yields, by (5.11), for any ξ ∈ Sn−1,

lim inf
i→∞

Ψ(ξ, ρKi
(ξ)) = +∞.

A contradiction can be obtained by (5.13):

+∞ > lim inf
i→∞

∫

Σβ1
(w0)

Ψ(ξ, ρKi
(ξ)) dµ(ξ) + µ(Sn−1 \ Σβ1(w0)) min

u∈Sn−1
Ψ(u,R)

≥

∫

Σβ1
(w0)

lim inf
i→∞

Ψ(ξ, ρKi
(ξ)) dµ(ξ) + µ(Sn−1 \ Σβ1(w0)) min

u∈Sn−1
Ψ(u,R) = +∞,

where in the second inequality, we have used the Fatou’s lemma to the nonnegative functions
Ψ (ξ, ρKi

(ξ))−Ψ(ξ,R) on Σβ1(w0). This concludes that L ∈ K n
(o) as desired.
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Now let us prove the existence of a solution to Problem 4.2.

Theorem 5.1. Let λ ∈ M and µ be two nonzero finite Borel measures on Sn−1 that are not
concentrated on any closed hemisphere. There exists a K ∈ K n

(o) such that

µ

|µ|
=

CΘ(K, ·)

CΘ(K,Sn−1)
(5.14)

if either Ψ ∈ Cd satisfies (5.11) and G ∈ Gd, or G ∈ Cd satisfies (5.11) and Ψ ∈ Gd.

Proof. Under the assumptions on G and Ψ, it follows from Proposition 4.1 iii) that CΘ(Q,S
n−1) 6= 0

for all Q ∈ K n
(o). In view of Lemma 5.1, one only needs to find an L ∈ K n

(o) which solves the

optimization problem (5.1), i.e., L must satisfy that ṼG,λ(L
∗) = ṼG,λ(B

n) and ṼΨ,µ(L) = α with

α := inf
{
ṼΨ,µ(Q) : ṼG,λ(Q

∗) = ṼG,λ(B
n) and Q ∈ K

n
(o)

}
. (5.15)

It is clear that the infimum is taking over a nonempty subset of K n
(o) because Bn satisfies the

desired constraint condition in (5.15). In particular, this shows

α ≤ ṼΨ,µ(B
n) =

∫

Sn−1

Ψ(ξ, 1) dµ(ξ) < +∞.

Moreover, for each Q̃ ∈ K n
(o), the function c 7→ ṼG,λ(cQ̃

∗) is continuous on c ∈ (0,∞) and

ṼG,λ(c0Q̃
∗) = ṼG,λ(B

n) for some

c0 ∈
[

min
ξ∈Sn−1

ρ−1

Q̃∗
(ξ), max

ξ∈Sn−1
ρ−1

Q̃∗
(ξ)
]
.

The latter statement can be seen from the following argument: the fact that G is strictly decreasing
on its second variable, and minξ∈Sn−1 ρ−1

Q̃∗
(ξ) · Q̃∗ ⊆ Bn ⊆ maxξ∈Sn−1 ρ−1

Q̃∗
(ξ) · Q̃∗ yield that

ṼG,λ

(
max
ξ∈Sn−1

ρ−1

Q̃∗
(ξ) · Q̃∗

)
≤ ṼG,λ(B

n) ≤ ṼG,λ

(
min

ξ∈Sn−1
ρ−1

Q̃∗
(ξ) · Q̃∗

)
.

In conclusion, the optimization problem (5.15) is well-defined and admits a minimizing sequence,
say {Ki}

∞
i=1 ⊆ K n

(o), such that, by (3.12),

ṼG,λ(B
n) = ṼG,λ(K

∗
i ) =

∫

Sn−1

G(ξ, ρK∗
i
(ξ)) dλ(ξ) < +∞, (5.16)

α = lim
i→∞

ṼΨ,µ (Ki) = lim
i→∞

∫

Sn−1

Ψ(ξ, ρKi
(ξ)) dµ(ξ). (5.17)

For the case when Ψ ∈ Cd satisfies (5.11) and G ∈ Gd, one sees that (5.16) verifies (5.10), and
then Lemma 5.2 yields the uniform boundedness of {Ki}i∈N. On the other hand, (5.17) implies
(5.12), and Lemma 5.3 can be applied to obtain that (without loss of generality) Ki → L for some
L ∈ K n

(o). For the case when G ∈ Cd satisfies (5.11) and Ψ ∈ Gd, one sees that (5.17) verifies

(5.10), and then Lemma 5.2 yields the uniform boundedness of {K∗
i }i∈N. Similarly, (5.16) verifies

(5.12), and Lemma 5.3 can be applied to obtain that (without loss of generality) K∗
i → L∗ for
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some L ∈ K n
(o). In both cases, one has Ki → L ∈ K n

(o) and K
∗
i → L∗ as i→ ∞. It is easily checked

by the dominated convergence theorem and ṼG,λ(B
n) = limi→∞ ṼG,λ(K

∗
i ) for all i ∈ N that

α = lim
i→∞

ṼΨ,µ(Ki) =

∫

Sn−1

lim
i→∞

Ψ(ξ, ρKi
(ξ)) dµ(ξ) =

∫

Sn−1

Ψ(ξ, ρL(ξ)) dµ(ξ) = ṼΨ,µ(L),

ṼG,λ(B
n) =

∫

Sn−1

lim
i→∞

G(ξ, ρK∗
i
(ξ)) dµ(ξ) =

∫

Sn−1

G(ξ, ρL∗(ξ)) dµ(ξ) = ṼG,λ(L
∗).

Consequently L ∈ K n
(o) solves the optimization problem (5.1). By Lemma 5.1, (5.14) holds for

K = L∗.

The following corollary is an easy consequence of Theorem 5.1 and Proposition 4.1 iii).

Corollary 5.1. Assume that either Ψ ∈ Cd satisfies (5.11) and G ∈ Gd, or G ∈ Cd satisfies (5.11)
and Ψ ∈ Gd. Let λ ∈ M be strictly positive on nonempty open subsets of Sn−1 and µ be a nonzero
finite Borel measure on Sn−1. Then the following statements are equivalent.

i) The measure µ on Sn−1 is not concentrated on any closed hemisphere.

ii) There exists a K ∈ K n
(o) such that

µ

|µ|
=

CΘ(K, ·)

CΘ(K,Sn−1)
.

Recall that if Ψ ∈ GI , then Ψ̃(ξ, t) = Ψ(ξ, 1t ) ∈ Gd. Similarly, if Ψ ∈ CI , then Ψ̃ ∈ Cd. Moreover,
if Ψ satisfies

lim
t→∞

Ψ(ξ, t) = +∞ for each ξ ∈ Sn−1, (5.18)

then Ψ̃ satisfies (5.11). Applying Theorem 5.1 and Corollary 5.1 to the triple Θ̃ = (G, Ψ̃, λ),
together with (3.6), one can easily get a solution to the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem (i.e.,
Problem 4.1), which is summarized below.

Theorem 5.2. Let λ ∈ M and µ be two nonzero finite Borel measures on Sn−1 that are not
concentrated on any closed hemisphere. Assume that either Ψ ∈ CI satisfies (5.18) and G ∈ Gd, or
G ∈ Cd satisfies (5.11) and Ψ ∈ GI . Then, there exists a K ∈ K n

(o) such that

µ

|µ|
=

C̃Θ(K, ·)

C̃Θ(K,Sn−1)
. (5.19)

If, in addition, λ is strictly positive on nonempty open subsets of Sn−1, then the assumption on µ,
i.e., µ is a nonzero finite Borel measure on Sn−1 that is not concentrated on any closed hemisphere,
is also necessary for (5.19) holding true for some K ∈ K n

(o).

Theorem 5.2 not only gives a Musielak-Orlicz generalization of [21, Theorem 6.4], but also
provides additional quite different assumptions on G,Ψ (i.e., G ∈ Cd satisfies (5.11) and Ψ ∈ GI) to
guarantee the existence of solutions to the corresponding Minkowski type problems. In particular,
the assumption that G ∈ Cd satisfies (5.11) and Ψ ∈ GI easily implies the existence of solutions to
Problem 4.5, due to (4.6), by letting G = − log t ∈ Cd which of course satisfies (5.11).
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Theorem 5.3. Let λ ∈ M and µ be two nonzero finite Borel measures on Sn−1 that are not
concentrated on any closed hemisphere. For Ψ ∈ GI , there exists a K ∈ K n

(o) such that

µ

|µ|
=

J̃Ψ,λ(K, ·)

J̃Ψ,λ (K,Sn−1)
. (5.20)

If, in addition, λ is strictly positive on nonempty open subsets of Sn−1, then the assumption on µ,
i.e., µ is a nonzero finite Borel measure on Sn−1 that is not concentrated on any closed hemisphere,
is also necessary for (5.20) holding true for some K ∈ K n

(o).

The existence of solutions to the Musielak-Orlicz-Aleksandrov problem (i.e., Problem 4.6) is an
easy consequence of Theorem 5.3 by letting dλ(ξ) = dξ.

Corollary 5.2. Let Ψ ∈ GI and µ be a nonzero finite Borel measure on Sn−1. The following two
statements are equivalent.

i) The measure µ is not concentrated on any closed hemisphere.

ii) There exists a K ∈ K n
(o) such that

µ

|µ|
=

J̃Ψ(K, ·)

J̃Ψ (K,Sn−1)
.

6 A solution to the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem for

even data

In this section, we will discuss the existence of solutions to the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image
problem for even data. Most of the proofs in this sections follow along the lines similar to those in
Section 5, so we will mainly focus on the difference and modifications in the proofs.

Recall that a convex body K ∈ K n
(o) is said to be origin-symmetric if −x ∈ K for all x ∈ K.

Denote by K n
e ⊆ K n

(o) the collection of all origin-symmetric convex bodies. Let Ce(Ω) be the set

of all even continuous functions defined on Ω ⊆ Sn−1, and C+
e (Ω) contains all strictly positive

functions in Ce(Ω). Consider the following optimization problems:

inf
{
ṼΨ,µ(Q) : ṼG,λ(Q

∗) = ṼG,λ(B
n) and Q ∈ K

n
e

}
, (6.1)

inf
{
ṼΨ,µ(f) : ṼG,λ(〈f〉

∗) = ṼG,λ(B
n) and f ∈ C+

e

(
Sn−1

)}
, (6.2)

αs := sup
{
ṼΨ,µ(Q) : ṼG,λ(Q

∗) = ṼG,λ(B
n) and Q ∈ K

n
e

}
, (6.3)

sup
{
ṼΨ,µ(f) : ṼG,λ(〈f〉

∗) = ṼG,λ(B
n) and f ∈ C+

e

(
Sn−1

)}
. (6.4)

Lemma 6.1. Let λ ∈ M and µ be nonzero finite even Borel measures on Sn−1. Suppose that
G ∈ C and Ψ ∈ C such that G(ξ, t) = G(−ξ, t) and Ψ(ξ, t) = Ψ(−ξ, t) for all (ξ, t) ∈ Sn−1× (0,∞),
and CΘ(Q,S

n−1) 6= 0 for all Q ∈ K n
e .

i) Let Ψ ∈ Cd. If (6.1) admits a solution, say K ∈ K n
e , then K0 = K∗ ∈ K n

e is a solution to
Problem 4.2, namely, the following holds:

µ

|µ|
=

CΘ(K0, ·)

CΘ(K0, Sn−1)
. (6.5)

ii) Let Ψ ∈ CI . If (6.3) admits a solution, say K ∈ K n
e , then K0 = K∗ ∈ K n

e is a solution to
Problem 4.2, namely, (6.5) holds.
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Proof. Let f ∈ C+
e (S

n−1) be such that ṼG,λ(〈f〉
∗) = ṼG,λ(B

n). It follows from (3.18) that

ṼG,λ(〈ρ〈f〉〉
∗) = ṼG,λ(B

n) and ṼΨ,µ(ρ〈f〉) = ṼΨ,µ(〈f〉). If Ψ ∈ Cd, (3.17) yields

ṼΨ,µ(f) =

∫

Sn−1

Ψ(ξ, f(ξ)) dµ(ξ) ≥

∫

Sn−1

Ψ
(
ξ, ρ〈f〉(ξ)

)
dµ(ξ) = ṼΨ,µ

(
ρ〈f〉

)
,

and similarly, if Ψ ∈ CI , (3.17) yields

ṼΨ,µ(f) =

∫

Sn−1

Ψ(ξ, f(ξ)) dµ(ξ) ≤

∫

Sn−1

Ψ
(
ξ, ρ〈f〉(ξ)

)
dµ(ξ) = ṼΨ,µ

(
ρ〈f〉

)
.

Hence, ρK ∈ C+
e (S

n−1) solves the optimization problem (6.2), if K ∈ K n
e solves (6.1); while

ρK ∈ C+
e (S

n−1) solves the optimization problem (6.4), if K ∈ K n
e solves (6.3).

Let G ∈ C and Ψ ∈ CI ∪ Cd satisfy the assumptions in Lemma 6.1. Let g ∈ Ce(S
n−1) be an

arbitrary continuous function on Sn−1. As ρK ∈ C+
e (S

n−1), for sufficiently small ε1 and ε2, it is
meaningful to define fε1,ε2 as in (5.4). It follows from (3.30) (with f = fε1,ε2) that

∂

∂ε1
ṼG,λ(〈fε1,ε2〉

∗) = −

∫

Sn−1

g(ξ) dCΘ(〈fε1,ε2〉
∗, ξ), (6.6)

∂

∂ε2
ṼG,λ(〈fε1,ε2〉

∗) = −CΘ(〈fε1,ε2〉
∗, Sn−1) 6= 0. (6.7)

Again, the method of Lagrange multipliers can be applied to the optimization problems (6.2) or
(6.4) to get a constant κ = κ(g), independent of g, such that

∂

∂εi

(
ṼΨ,µ(fε1,ε2) + κ

(
ṼG,λ(〈fε1,ε2〉

∗)− ṼG,λ(B
n)
)) ∣∣∣

ε1=ε2=0
= 0, i = 1, 2. (6.8)

Note that ṼG,λ(〈f0,0〉
∗) = ṼG,λ(K

∗) = ṼG,λ(B
n). Together with (3.12), (5.5), (6.6), (6.7), and (6.8),

one can easily have, for all g ∈ Ce(S
n−1),

∫

Sn−1

g(ξ) dµ(ξ) =
|µ|

CΘ(K∗, Sn−1)

∫

Sn−1

g(ξ) dCΘ(K
∗, ξ).

That is, (6.5) holds by letting K0 = K∗.

The existence of solutions to Problem 4.2 for even data is given in the following theorem.

Theorem 6.1. Let λ ∈ M and µ be two nonzero finite even Borel measures on Sn−1 that are not
concentrated on any great subsphere. Suppose that G ∈ C and Ψ ∈ C such that G(ξ, t) = G(−ξ, t)
and Ψ(ξ, t) = Ψ(−ξ, t) for all (ξ, t) ∈ Sn−1 × (0,∞).

i) If either Ψ ∈ Cd satisfies (5.11) and G ∈ Gd, or G ∈ Cd satisfies (5.11) and Ψ ∈ Gd, then there
exists a K0 ∈ K n

e such that (6.5) holds.
If, in addition, λ is strictly positive on nonempty open subsets of Sn−1, then the assumption

on µ, i.e., µ is a nonzero finite even Borel measure on Sn−1 that is not concentrated on any great
subsphere, is also necessary for (6.5) holding true for some K ∈ K n

e .

ii) Assume that, in addition, µ vanishes on great subspheres. If Ψ ∈ CI and G ∈ Gd, then there
exists a K0 ∈ K n

e such that (6.5) holds.

iii) Assume that, in addition, µ vanishes on great subspheres and there exists a constant C ∈
(−∞,∞), such that

inf
v∈Sn−1

∫

Sn−1

log |v · ξ| dλ(ξ) > C. (6.9)
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If Ψ ∈ CI , then there exists a K ∈ K n
e such that

µ

|µ|
=

JΨ,λ(K, ·)

JΨ,λ (K,Sn−1)
. (6.10)

Proof. For v ∈ Sn−1 and β ∈ (0, 1), let

Σ̂β(v) = {u ∈ Sn−1 : |u · v| ≥ β}.

i) We first claim that the optimization problem (6.1) has a solution under the assumptions Ψ ∈ Cd
satisfies (5.11) and G ∈ Gd. The case when G ∈ Cd satisfies (5.11) and Ψ ∈ Gd follows along the
same lines.

Following the proof of Theorem 5.1, the optimization problem (6.1) is well-defined and a
limiting sequence {Ki}i∈N can be found such that ṼG,λ(K

∗
i ) = ṼG,λ(B

n) for all i ∈ N and

limi→∞ ṼΨ,µ(Ki) ≤ ṼΨ,µ(B
n). In particular, G ∈ Gd and {Ki}i∈N ⊆ K n

e is a sequence satisfying
(5.10). This shows that the sequence {Ki}i∈N is uniformly bounded, which follows from an
argument similar to the proof of Lemma 5.2, mainly with K n

(o) replaced by K n
e and with the inner

product replaced by its absolute value (consequently, with Σβ(·) replaced by Σ̂β(·)), respectively.
On the other hand, as Ψ ∈ Cd satisfies (5.11) and {Ki}i∈N ⊆ K n

e satisfies (5.12), there exists a
subsequence of {Ki}i∈N converging to some L ∈ K n

e ; again this follows from an argument similar
to the proof of Lemma 5.3. Without loss of generality, let Ki → L ∈ K n

e and then K∗
i → L∗.

Consequently, ṼG,λ(L
∗) = ṼG,λ(B

n) and limi→∞ ṼΨ,µ(Ki) = ṼΨ,µ(L), namely, L ∈ K n
e solves the

optimization problem (6.1). This, together with Lemma 6.1, yields K0 = L∗ ∈ K n
e satisfying (6.5).

Recall that if λ ∈ M is strictly positive on nonempty open subsets of Sn−1, then CΘ(K, ·) is not
concentrated on any closed hemisphere of Sn−1. As CΘ(K, ·) is an even measure, then CΘ(K, ·) is
in fact not concentrated on any great subsphere. Consequently, if, in addition, λ is strictly positive
on nonempty open subsets of Sn−1, then the assumption on µ, i.e., µ is a nonzero finite even Borel
measure on Sn−1 not concentrated on any great subsphere, is also necessary for (6.5) holding true
for some K ∈ K n

e .

ii) We first claim that the optimization problem (6.3) has a solution under the assumptions Ψ ∈ CI
and G ∈ Gd. Indeed, following the proof of Theorem 5.1, the optimization problem (6.3) is well-
defined and a limiting sequence {Ki}i∈N can be found such that ṼG,λ(K

∗
i ) = ṼG,λ(B

n) for all i ∈ N

and

αs = lim
i→∞

ṼΨ,µ(Ki) = lim
i→∞

∫

Sn−1

Ψ(ξ, ρKi
(ξ)) dµ(ξ) ≥ ṼΨ,µ(B

n) > 0. (6.11)

In particular, G ∈ Gd and {Ki}i∈N ⊆ K n
e satisfy (5.10); this implies that the sequence {Ki}i∈N is

uniformly bounded (by an argument similar to the proof of Lemma 5.2). Let R be the constant
such that Ki ⊆ RBn for all i ∈ N. The Blaschke selection theorem can be applied to get a compact
convex set L ⊆ R

n and a subsequence of {Ki}i∈N (which will still be denoted by {Ki}i∈N) such
that Ki → L in the Hausdorff metric.

Clearly L is origin-symmetric. If L /∈ K n
e , then there exists w0 ∈ Sn−1, such that

L ⊆ w⊥
0 =

{
x ∈ R

n : x · w0 = 0
}
. (6.12)

The fact that Ψ ∈ GI implies 0 < maxu∈Sn−1 Ψ(u,R) := C1 < ∞. As µ is a nonzero finite even
Borel measure that vanishes on all great subspheres of Sn−1, it can be checked that

0 = µ(Sn−1 ∩w⊥
0 ) = µ

( ⋂

β∈(0,1]

(Sn−1 \ Σ̂β(w0))
)
= lim

β→0+
µ(Sn−1 \ Σ̂β(w0)).
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Let ε > 0. Then there exists βε ∈ (0, 1) such that

µ(Sn−1 \ Σ̂βε(w0)) <
ε

2C1
.

As Ψ ∈ GI and Ki ⊆ RBn for all i ∈ N, one has
∫

Sn−1\Σ̂βε(w0)
Ψ(ξ, ρKi

(ξ)) dµ(ξ) ≤

∫

Sn−1\Σ̂βε (w0)
Ψ(ξ,R) dµ(ξ) <

ε

2
. (6.13)

It follows from (6.12) that limi→∞ hKi
(w0) = hL(w0) = 0. This further implies that ρKi

→ 0
uniformly on Σ̂β(w0) as i → ∞ for any β ∈ (0, 1) (see a similar argument in Lemma 5.3). The
dominated convergence theorem and Ψ ∈ GI yield the existence of iε ∈ N, such that, for all i ≥ iε,

∫

Σ̂βε(w0)
Ψ(ξ, ρKi

(ξ)) dµ(ξ) <
ε

2
.

Together with (6.13), one sees, for all i ≥ iε,
∫

Sn−1

Ψ(ξ, ρKi
(ξ)) dµ(ξ) < ε.

Taking (6.11) into account, one gets a contradiction as follows:

0 = αs = lim
i→∞

∫

Sn−1

Ψ(ξ, ρKi
(ξ)) dµ(ξ) =

∫

Sn−1

Ψ(ξ, ρL(ξ)) dµ(ξ) > 0.

This concludes that L ∈ K n
e .

In conclusion, one gets an origin-symmetric convex body L ∈ K n
e such that Ki → L and

then K∗
i → L∗. Moreover, αs = ṼΨ,µ (L) and ṼG,λ(L

∗) = ṼG,λ(B
n), namely, L ∈ K n

e solves the
optimization problem (6.3). This, together with Lemma 6.1, yields K0 = L∗ ∈ K n

e satisfying (6.5).

iii) In view of (4.10), to find a K ∈ K n
e satisfying (6.10), one needs to solve the optimization

problem (6.3) under the case G = log t (or, equivalently, G = − log t which can be clearly seen
from (3.8) and (4.10)). In this case, ṼG,λ(·) has to be replaced by Eλ(K) defined in (4.9):

Eλ(K) = Ṽlog,λ(K
∗) =

∫

Sn−1

log ρK∗(ξ)dλ(ξ).

To be more precise, the optimization problem (6.3) now becomes

αs := sup
{
Ṽ
Ψ̃,µ

(Q) : Eλ(Q) = 0 and Q ∈ K
n
e

}
. (6.14)

Following the proof of Theorem 5.1, the optimization problem (6.14) is well-defined and a limiting
sequence {Ki}i∈N can be found such that Eλ(Ki) = 0 for all i ∈ N and

αs = lim
i→∞

ṼΨ̃,µ (Ki) = lim
i→∞

∫

Sn−1

Ψ̃ (ξ, ρKi
(ξ)) dµ(ξ) ≥ ṼΨ̃,µ (B

n) > 0.

The sequence {Ki}i∈N is uniformly bounded. To see this, let Ri = maxv∈Sn−1 ρKi
(v) = ρKi

(vi) and
vi → v0 ∈ Sn−1. Assume that supi∈NRi = ∞. As Ki ∈ K n

e for i ∈ N, one has hKi
(ξ) ≥ Ri |vi · ξ|

for all ξ ∈ Sn−1. By (2.3), (4.9), (6.9), and Eλ (Ki) = 0 for all i ∈ N, one gets, for all i ∈ N,

0 =

∫

Sn−1

log hKi
(ξ)dλ(ξ) ≥

∫

Sn−1

log |vi · ξ| dλ(ξ) + λ(Sn−1) logRi ≥ C + λ(Sn−1) logRi.
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Consequently, a contradiction can be obtained as follows:

+∞ = sup
i∈N

logRi ≤
−C

λ(Sn−1)
<∞.

Hence supi∈NRi < ∞ and the sequence {Ki}i∈N is uniformly bounded. The rest of the proof is
then identical to the proof for ii).

The existence of solutions to the Musielak-Orlicz-Gauss image problem (i.e., Problem 4.1) for
even measures can be obtained by applying Theorem 6.1 to the triple Θ̃ = (G, Ψ̃, λ) and by (3.6).

Theorem 6.2. Let λ ∈ M and µ be two nonzero finite even Borel measures on Sn−1 that are not
concentrated on any great subsphere. Suppose that G ∈ C and Ψ ∈ C such that G(ξ, t) = G(−ξ, t)
and Ψ(ξ, t) = Ψ(−ξ, t) for all (ξ, t) ∈ Sn−1 × (0,∞).

i) If either Ψ ∈ CI satisfies (5.18) and G ∈ Gd, or G ∈ Cd satisfies (5.11) and Ψ ∈ GI , there exists
a K0 ∈ K n

e such that

µ

|µ|
=

C̃Θ(K0, ·)

C̃Θ(K0, Sn−1)
. (6.15)

If, in addition, λ is strictly positive on nonempty open subsets of Sn−1, then the assumption on
µ, i.e., µ is a nonzero finite even Borel measure on Sn−1 that is not concentrated on any great
subsphere, is also necessary for (6.15) holding true for some K0 ∈ K n

e .

ii) Assume that, in addition, µ vanishes on great subspheres. If Ψ ∈ Cd and G ∈ Gd, then there
exists a K0 ∈ K n

e satisfying (6.15).

The existence of solutions to Problem 4.5 for even measures can be established as well. Part i)
of the following theorem is obtained from (4.6) and Theorem 6.2, and by letting G = − log t ∈ Cd
which satisfies (5.11). Part ii) of the following theorem is obtained by (4.11) and by applying Part
iii) of Theorem 6.1 to the the function Ψ̃(ξ, t) = Ψ

(
ξ, 1/t

)
instead of Ψ itself.

Theorem 6.3. Let λ ∈ M and µ be two nonzero finite even Borel measures on Sn−1 that are
not concentrated on any great subsphere. Let Ψ ∈ C be such that Ψ(ξ, t) = Ψ(−ξ, t) for all
(ξ, t) ∈ Sn−1 × (0,∞).

i) If Ψ ∈ GI , then there exists a K ∈ K n
e such that

µ

|µ|
=

J̃Ψ,λ(K, ·)

J̃Ψ,λ (K,Sn−1)
. (6.16)

If, in addition, λ is strictly positive on nonempty open subsets of Sn−1, then the assumption on µ,
i.e., µ is not concentrated on any great subsphere of Sn−1, is also necessary for (6.16) holding for
some K ∈ K n

e .

ii) Assume that, in addition, µ vanishes on great subspheres and there exists a constant C ∈
(−∞,∞) such that (6.9) holds. If Ψ ∈ Cd, then there exists a K ∈ K n

e satisfying (6.16).

Note that
∫
{ξ:v·ξ 6=0} log |ξ · v| dξ = C is independent of v and C is finite. Applying Theorem 6.3

to the measure dλ(ξ) = dξ, one can obtain a solution to the Musielak-Orlicz-Aleksandrov problem
(i.e., Problem 4.6) for even measures.
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Corollary 6.1. Let µ be a nonzero finite even Borel measure on Sn−1 and Ψ ∈ GI ∪ Gd be such
that Ψ(ξ, t) = Ψ(−ξ, t) for all (ξ, t) ∈ Sn−1 × (0,∞).

i) If Ψ ∈ GI , then there exists a K ∈ K n
e such that

µ

|µ|
=

J̃Ψ(K, ·)

J̃Ψ (K,Sn−1)
(6.17)

if and only if µ is a nonzero finite even Borel measure on Sn−1 that is not concentrated on any
great subsphere of Sn−1.

ii) Assume that, in addition, µ vanishes on any great subspheres of Sn−1. If Ψ ∈ Gd, then there
exists K ∈ K n

e such that (6.17) holds.
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