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Abstract. We prove that, among all radial subsets Ω ⊂ C of prescribed measure,
the ball is the only maximizer of the sum of the first K eigenvalues (K ≥ 1) of the
corresponding Toeplitz operator TΩ on the Fock space F2(C). As a byproduct, we
prove that balls maximize any Schatten p-norm of TΩ for p > 1 (and minimize the
corresponding quasinorm for p < 1), and that the second eigenvalue is maximized
by a particular annulus. Moreover, we extend some of these results to general
radial symbols in Lp(C), with p > 1, characterizing those that maximize the sum
of the first K eigenvalues.

1. Introduction

In recent years, there has been a growing interest in optimization problems arising
in the context of time-frequency analysis and complex analysis, for example concern-
ing the maximal concentration of the STFT with Gaussian window [6, 14, 15] or the
wavelet transform with respect to the Cauchy wavelet [17] and related localization
operators [4, 13, 16, 18], optimal estimates for functionals and contractive estimates
on various reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces [2, 3, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12]. A case of special
interest is given by the Fock space F2(C) of entire functions F : C → C with finite
norm

∥F∥2F2(C) =

∫
C
|F (z)|2e−π|z|2dA(z),

where dA(z) stands for the Lebesgue measure.
In [15] the first and third author proved the following concentration estimate for

normalized functions F ∈ F2(C):∫
Ω

|F (z)|2e−π|z|2 dA(z) ≤ 1− e−|Ω|,

where Ω ⊂ C is any subset with finite measure. They also showed that equality is
achieved if and only if Ω ⊂ C is equivalent, up to a set a measure zero, to a ball
(that is, its symmetric difference with some ball has measure zero).
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If we denote with P the projection operator from L2(C, e−π|z|2dA(z)) onto F2(C),
this result can be seen as an optimal estimate for the first eigenvalue of the Toeplitz
operator TΩ = PχΩ : F2(C) → F2(C), where χΩ is the characteristic function of
the set Ω. These operators, as well known, are bounded, self-adjoint, compact and
positive on F2(C) (see, e.g., [21]), and therefore their eigenvalues can be ordered in
a decreasing way λ1(Ω) ≥ λ2(Ω) ≥ · · · > 0. Hence, the aforementioned result can be
stated as follows: for any set Ω ⊂ C of finite measure it holds

λ1(Ω) ≤ 1− e−|Ω|

and equality is achieved if and only if Ω is (equivalent up to a set of measure zero
to) a ball. This estimate was already proved in [4] for radial sets, that is for sets of
the kind {z ∈ C : |z| ∈ I} for some I ⊂ [0,∞).
In this paper we are interested in extending this result by considering the sum of

the first K eigenvalues, for some natural number K, in the case of radial sets. We
are going to prove that, if Ω ⊂ C is a radial set of finite measure, we have

K∑
k=1

λk(Ω) ≤ K −
K−1∑
k=0

(K − k)
|Ω|k

k!
e−|Ω|,

and equality occurs if and only if Ω is equivalent, up to a set of measure zero, to a
ball.

The proof is based on a simple yet unexpected observation about integrals over
the super-level sets of monomials in the Fock space and it is unrelated to the proof
given in [15] of the above mentioned inequality for the first eigenvalue. However,
while the latter also deals with the non-radial case, our proof is specific to the radial
setting. An extension to the non-radial case seems at the moment out of reach and
requires different techniques.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we set notation and some prelimi-
nary facts to state our main result, that is stated in Theorem 2.1 as a concentration
inequality for orthonormal systems in the Fock space, and whose proof is detailed in
Section 4.

In Section 3 we derive several interesting corollaries of Theorem 2.1. First, we
rephrase the main theorem in terms of partial sums of the first eigenvalues of the
operator TΩ and generalize this result to weighted sums. Then, using the Hardy–
Littlewood majorization theory we prove that, among all radial subsets of C of finite
positive measure, balls maximize functionals of the kind trΦ(TΩ), where Φ: (0, 1) →
R is an arbitrary convex function. Moreover, if Φ is not affine in (0, 1) we also prove
that balls are the only extremizers. In particular, taking Φ(t) = tp we deduce that
the balls are the only maximizers for the Schatten p-(quasi-)norm of TΩ for p > 1,
and minimizers for p < 1. Also, exploiting the Bargmann transform, we rephrase
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the results in terms of the short-time Fourier transform with Gaussian window and
time-frequency localization operators.

In Section 5 we address a maximization problem for the second eigenvalue and we
show that this is maximized (only) by a particular annulus.

Finally, in Section 6 we consider Toeplitz operators with a generic radial weight
and we prove that the sum of the first eigenvalues increases under symmetric re-
arrangement of the weight. Moreover, we are also able to characterize the weights
that maximize the aforementioned sum, among all radial weights with a fixed Lp(C)
norm, for some p > 1.

It is likely that a quantitative version of our main theorem can be proved, using
refinements of these techniques. Moreover, analogous questions can be raised in
higher dimension or in different settings, such as for functions in weighted Bergman
spaces or spaces of polynomials. We plan to investigate these issues in future work.

In the end, we also extend some of the previous results to Toeplitz operators
with a generic radial symbol. As a simple consequence, we characterize those radial
weights that, among all weights with the same Lp(C), maximize the sum of the first
K eigenvalues.

2. Preliminaries and statement of the main result

We denote by F2(C) the Fock space of entire functions on C that are in the

space L2(C, e−π|z|2dA(z)) of square-integrable functions with respect to the measure

e−π|z|2dA(z), where dA(z) denotes the Lebesgue measure on C. It is a closed subspace

of L2(C, e−π|z|2dA(z)) and the orthogonal projection P : L2(C, e−π|z|2dA(z)) → F2(C)
is given by

Pf(z) =

∫
C
K(z, w)f(w)e−π|w|2 dA(w),

where K(z, w) = eπzw is the reproducing kernel of the Fock space. Given Ω ⊂ C mea-
surable, we denote with |Ω| its Lebesgue measure and we consider the corresponding
Toeplitz operator TΩ := PχΩ in F2(C). If |Ω| is finite, then TΩ is bounded, compact,
self-adjoint and positive (see, e.g., [21]). We denote by {λk(Ω)}∞k=1 the sequence of
its eigenvalues ordered in a decreasing way (with multiplicity).

When Ω is radial its eigenfunctions are given by the normalized monomials (see
[1, 19])

ek(z) =

√
πk

k!
zk, z ∈ C, k ∈ N,

with the understanding that N starts with 0, while reserving the notation N+ for the
set of positive natural numbers. Hence, the corresponding eigenvalues are given by∫

Ω

|ek(z)|2e−π|z|2 dA(z), k ∈ N.
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In relation with these monomials, we introduce the following notation:

φk(s) =
sk

k!
, |ek(z)|2 =

πk

k!
|z|2k = φk(π|z|2), k ∈ N.

For K ∈ N+, we are going to consider vectors of natural numbers α = (α1, . . . , αk) ∈
NK that are strictly increasing, meaning that they satisfy α1 < α2 < · · · < αK .
Among such vectors, of particular importance is α∗ = (0, . . . , K − 1), which will be
denoted α∗(K) when its length needs to be specified. Given a strictly increasing
vector α ∈ NK , we define the following operations:

• α + 1 = (α1 + 1, . . . , αK + 1);
• α− 1 = (α1 − 1, . . . , αK − 1); clearly this operation is allowed only if α1 > 0;
• we write α = (α′, α′′), where α′ = (0, . . . , l) for the largest possible l. Both
α′ and α′′ may be absent. Some examples with K = 3 are:

– α = (0, 1, 2) → α′ = (0, 1, 2), α′′ = ();
– α = (0, 1, 3) → α′ = (0, 1), α′′ = (3);
– α = (1, 2, 3) → α′ = (), α′′ = (1, 2, 3).

To every increasing vector α ∈ NK we associate the following function:

uα(z) =

(
K∑
k=1

|eαk
(z)|2

)
e−π|z|2 =

(
K∑
k=1

φαk
(π|z|2)

)
e−π|z|2 = vα(π|z|2),

where

vα(s) =

(
K∑
k=1

φαk
(s)

)
e−s, s ≥ 0.

We denote by Ωα any super-level set {uα > t} with t ∈ (0, 1). Since uα is radial,
uα → 0 as |z| → ∞ and vα has finitely many critical points, Ωα is the union of a
(possibly empty) open ball and finitely many annular regions, that is

(2.1) Ωα = BR0 ∪
M⋃

m=1

BRm \Brm =
M⋃

m=0

BRm \Brm ,

where r0 = 0, whereas R0 ≥ 0 and is strictly positive if and only if α1 = 0 (since
otherwise uα(0) = 0) and 0 = r0 ≤ R0 < r1 < R1 < · · · < rM < RM . We also
introduce am = πr2m and bm = πR2

m, m = 0, . . . ,M .
Having set the notation, we can state our main theorem.

Theorem 2.1. Let Ω ⊂ C be a radial set with finite positive measure and let
{F1, . . . , FK} be an orthonormal set in the Fock space F2(C) for some K ∈ N+.
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Then

(2.2)
K∑
k=1

∫
Ω

|Fk(z)|2e−π|z|2 dA(z) ≤
∫
Ωα∗

uα∗(z) dA(z) = K −
K−1∑
k=0

(K − k)
|Ω|k

k!
e−|Ω|,

where Ωα∗ is the unique super-level set of uα∗ with the same measure as Ω, that is
an open ball centered at 0.

Equality, among all possible radial sets with the same positive finite measure, is
achieved if and only if Ω is equivalent, up to a set of measure zero, to Ωα∗ andF1(z)

...
FK(z)

 = U

 e0(z)
...

eK−1(z)


for every z ∈ C and for some unitary matrix U ∈ CK×K.

Remark 2.2. An analogous problem can be posed for sets that are radial with respect
to a given point z0 ∈ C different from the origin, that is sets of the kind {z ∈
C : |z − z0| ∈ I} for some I ⊂ [0,∞). Our theorem can be easily transferred to this
situation exploiting the unitary map on F2(C) given by

U−z0F (z) = e−π|z0|2/2e−πzz0F (z + z0), F ∈ F2(C), z ∈ C,

which has the property that |F (z + z0)|2e−π|z+z0|2 = |U−z0F (z)|2e−π|z|2 .

3. Consequences of the main result

Theorem 2.1 has a number of interesting corollaries that we are going to state and
prove in this section.

Using the variational characterization of eigenvalues, the next corollary follows
immediately. In fact, we will prove this result together with Theorem 2.1 in Section
4.

Corollary 3.1. Let Ω ⊂ C be a radial set with finite positive measure and fix K ∈
N+. Then

(3.1)
K∑
k=1

λk(Ω) ≤
K∑
k=1

λk(Ω
∗) = K −

K−1∑
k=0

(K − k)
|Ω|k

k!
e−|Ω|,

where Ω∗ ⊂ C is the open ball of center 0 and the same measure as Ω. Equality is
achieved if and only if Ω is equivalent, up to a set of measure zero, to Ω∗.

Remark 3.2. We point out that the above formula is in agreement with two known
results. Indeed, when K = 1 we have

λ1(Ω) ≤ 1− e−|Ω|,
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which was already mentioned in the Introduction. On the other hand, if we take the
limit K → ∞ we obtain

∞∑
k=1

λk(Ω) ≤ |Ω|,

which agrees with the fact that the left-hand side is the trace of PχΩ, which is equal
to |Ω| (see [20]).

Corollary 3.1 can be extended to weighted sums of the first K eigenvalues with
decreasing weights.

Corollary 3.3. Let t1 ≥ t2 ≥ · · · ≥ tK > 0 for some K ∈ N+. Let Ω ⊂ C be a radial
set of finite positive measure. Then

(3.2)
K∑
k=1

tkλk(Ω) ≤
K∑
k=1

tkλk(Ω
∗),

where Ω∗ is the open ball of center 0 and the same measure as Ω. Equality is achieved
if and only if Ω is equivalent, up to a set of measure zero, to Ω∗.

Proof. First of all, if tk = tK for k = 1, . . . , K the statement immediately follows
from Corollary 3.1. Hence, we may assume that not all the values in the sequence
{tk}Kk=1 are equal.

The proof is by strong induction on K. The base case K = 1 is obvious. Now
assume K ≥ 2 and that the statement holds for every N < K. Letting N be the
number of non-zero elements in the sequence {tk − tK}Kk=1 we have 1 ≤ N ≤ K − 1,
therefore

K∑
k=1

tkλk(Ω) =
K∑
k=1

(tk − tK)λk(Ω) +
K∑
k=1

tKλk(Ω)

=
N∑
k=1

(tk − tK)λk(Ω) +
K∑
k=1

tKλk(Ω)

≤
N∑
k=1

(tk − tK)λk(Ω
∗) +

K∑
k=1

tKλk(Ω
∗) =

K∑
k=1

tkλk(Ω
∗),

where for the first sum we used the inductive hypothesis (legitimate since tk− tK > 0
for k = 1, . . . , N by definition of N), whereas for the second we used Corollary 3.1.
Since in (3.1) equality is achieved if and only if Ω is equivalent, up to a set of measure
zero, to Ω∗ and tK > 0 we also have uniqueness. □
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Remark 3.4. If there exists k0 ∈ {1, . . . , K − 1} such that t1 = · · · = tk0 < tk0+1 then
the above conclusion is false. To see this, consider the function

f(s) =
K∑
k=1

tk
sk−1

(k − 1)!
e−s, s ≥ 0.

Since f is strictly increasing in a right neighborhood of 0, we can choose s0, ε > 0
such that f(s0) > f(0) = t1, s0+ε < 1 and consider Ω = {z ∈ C : s0 < π|z|2 < s0+ε}
(so that |Ω| = ε). Since the family of functions { sk

k!
e−s}k∈N is strictly decreasing for

s ∈ (0, 1), we have

K∑
k=1

tkλk(Ω) =
K∑
k=1

tk

∫
Ω

|ek−1(z)|2e−π|z|2 dA(z)

=
K∑
k=1

tk

∫ s0+ε

s0

sk−1

(k − 1)!
e−s ds

=

∫ s0+ε

s0

f(s) ds = f(s0)ε+ o(ε),

as ε ↘ 0. On the other hand, for Ω∗ we have

K∑
k=1

tkλk(Ω
∗) =

K∑
k=1

tk

∫ ε

0

sk−1

(k − 1)!
e−s ds = t1ε+ o(ε),

as ε ↘ 0. Since f(s0) > t1, for ε sufficiently small we see that (3.2) is false.

Using the Hardy–Littlewood majorization theory (cf. [8, Theorem 108]) we can
prove the following result.

Corollary 3.5. Let Φ: (0, 1) → R be a convex function. Then, among all radial sets
Ω ⊂ C of finite positive measure, the ball maximizes tr Φ(TΩ) =

∑∞
k=1Φ(λk(Ω)), that

is

(3.3) tr Φ(TΩ) ≤ tr Φ(TΩ∗),

where Ω∗ is the ball with center 0 and the same measure as Ω. Moreover, if tr Φ(TΩ∗)
is finite and if Φ is not affine in the interval (0, λ1(Ω

∗)), then equality in (3.3) is
achieved if and only if Ω is equivalent, up to a set of measure zero, to Ω∗.

Proof. Corollary 3.1 implies that {λk(Ω)}∞k=1 is majorized by {λk(Ω
∗)}∞k=1, in the

sense that

• both sequence are ordered in a decreasing way;
•
∑K

k=1 λk(Ω) ≤
∑K

k=1 λk(Ω
∗) for every K ∈ N;

•
∑∞

k=1 λk(Ω) =
∑∞

k=1 λk(Ω
∗).
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Then, by Karamata’s inequality (alias Hardy–Littlewood majorization theory), in the
form of Proposition A.1 below, we immediately conclude that the desired estimate
holds. Moreover, if equality is achieved in (3.3), by Proposition A.1 it must hold∑K

k=1 λk(Ω) =
∑K

k=1 λk(Ω
∗) for some K ∈ N+, but by Theorem 2.1 this is possible if

and only if Ω is equivalent, up to a set of measure zero, to Ω∗. □

When Φ(t) = tp, for some p > 0, we have tr Φ(TΩ) = ∥TΩ∥pSp
, that is the Schatten

p-norm of the operator TΩ. Since Φ is clearly not affine in (0, 1) for every p > 0 and
p ̸= 1, the following result is an immediate consequence of the previous corollary.

Corollary 3.6. Let Ω ⊂ C be a radial set with finite positive measure. Denote with
Ω∗ ⊂ C the open ball with center 0 and the same measure as Ω. Then, for p > 1, it
holds

∥TΩ∥Sp ≤ ∥TΩ∗∥Sp ,

while for 0 < p < 1 it holds
∥TΩ∥Sp ≥ ∥TΩ∗∥Sp .

If p > 1, equality is achieved if and only if Ω is equivalent, up to a set of measure
zero, to Ω∗. The same is true if 0 < p < 1, provided both sides are finite.

Remark 3.7. In [13], the first and second author proved that for p = 2, that is for
the Hilbert–Schmidt norm, inequality (3.6) holds also without the assumption that
Ω is radial.

Theorem 2.1 and Corollary 3.1 can be rephrased in terms of the short-time Fourier
transform with Gaussian window φ(x) = 21/4e−πx2

, defined as

Vf(x, ω) =
∫
R
f(t)φ(t− x)e−2πiωt dt, (x, ω) ∈ R2, f ∈ L2(R),

Indeed, it is well known (cf. [7, Section 3.4]) that the Bargmann transform

Bf(z) := 21/4
∫
R
f(t)eπitz−πt2−π|z|2/2 dt, z = x+ iω ∈ C

is a unitary operator from L2(R) on F2(C) and is related to the short-time Fourier
transform via the relation

Vf(x,−ω) = eπixωe−π|z|2/2Bf(z), z = x+ iω ∈ C.
Using this fact and knowing that Hermite functions

hk(t) =
21/4√
k!

(
− 1

2
√
π

)k

eπt
2 dk

dtk
(e−2πt2), t ∈ R, k ∈ N

are mapped into the normalized monomials in F2(C), the next corollary follows
immediately from Theorem 2.1.
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Corollary 3.8. Let Ω ⊂ R2 be a radial set with finite positive measure and let
{f1, . . . , fK} be an orthonormal set in L2(R) for some K ∈ N+. Then

K∑
k=1

∫
Ω

|Vfk(x, ω)|2 dxdω ≤
K−1∑
k=0

∫
Ω∗

|Vhk(x, ω)|2 dxdω = K −
K−1∑
k=0

(K − k)
|Ω|k

k!
e−|Ω|,

where Ω∗ is the open ball with center 0 and the same measure as Ω. Equality is
achieved if and only if Ω is equivalent, up to a set of measure zero, to Ω∗ and f1(t)

...
fK(t)

 = U

 h0(t)
...

hK−1(t)


for a.e. every t ∈ R and for some unitary matrix U ∈ CK×K.

In this setting, the role of Toeplitz operators is played by the so-called time-
frequency localization operators or anti-Wick operators (see [1]), defined as LΩ :=
V∗χΩV : L2(R) → L2(R), where Ω ⊂ R2 is a set of finite measure. With the natural
identification R2 ≃ C and using the definition of Bargmann transform, it is easy to
see that if Ω is radial then LΩ = B∗TΩB and therefore LΩ has the same eigenvalues
of TΩ. With this in mind, the next corollary follows immediately from Corollary 3.1.

Corollary 3.9. Let Ω ⊂ R2 be a radial set with finite positive measure and denote
with {λk(Ω)}∞k=1 the eigenvalues of LΩ ordered in a decreasing way. Then, for every
K ∈ N+ it holds

K∑
k=1

λk(Ω) ≤
K∑
k=1

λk(Ω
∗) = K −

K−1∑
k=0

(K − k)
|Ω|k

k!
e−|Ω|,

where Ω∗ ⊂ R2 is the open ball of center 0 and the same measure as Ω. Equality is
achieved if and only if Ω is equivalent, up to a set of measure zero, to Ω∗.

4. Proof of Theorem 2.1

The proof of Theorem 2.1 relies on the following lemmas. We use the notation
from Section 2.

Lemma 4.1. Fix K ∈ N+ and a strictly increasing vector α ∈ NK. Then∫
Ωα+1

uα+1(z) dA(z) <

∫
Ωα

uα(z) dA(z).

Proof. From the decomposition (2.1) we have∫
Ωα+1

uα+1(z) dA(z) =
M∑

m=1

∫
BRm\Brm

vα+1(π|z|2) dA(z).
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We point out that the summation starts with m = 1 because the first entry of α+ 1
is clearly greater than 0, so R0 = 0.

Passing to polar coordinates (ρ, θ) and with the change of variable s = πρ2 we
obtain that the previous integral is equal to

M∑
m=1

∫ bm

am

vα+1(s) ds.

Since φ′
k+1(s) = φk(s), it is immediate to see that

(4.1) v′α+1(s) = −vα+1(s) + vα(s).

So, plugging this in the integral leads to

M∑
m=1

[∫ bm

am

vα(s) ds− vα+1

∣∣bm
am

]
,

but the contribution of the border term is null because we are integrating over the
border of the super-level set Ωα+1 of uα+1, so vα+1(am) = vα+1(bm) for every m =
1, . . . ,M . Therefore, we obtain that∫

Ωα+1

uα+1(z) dA(z) =
M∑

m=1

∫ bm

am

vα(s) ds =

∫
Ωα+1

uα(z) dA(z) <

∫
Ωα

uα(z) dA(z).

□

Loosely speaking, previous lemma states that, when possible, shifting the vector
of indices down by one yields an increase in the integral. In the next lemma, we
are going to prove an analogous result but for the last part of α, that is the one we
denoted by α′′, in the notation of Section 2.

Lemma 4.2. Fix K ∈ N+, a strictly increasing vector α ∈ NK and consider the
partition α = (α′, α′′) introduced in Section 2, that is

α = (0, . . . , l − 1, αl+1, . . . , αK), α′ = (0, . . . , l − 1) = α∗(l), α′′ = (αl+1, . . . , αK),

where 1 ≤ l ≤ K − 1 and, by definition, αl+1 > l. Then∫
Ω(α′,α′′)

u(α′,α′′)(z) dA(z) <

∫
Ω(α′,α′′−1)

u(α′,α′′−1)(z) dA(z).

Proof. As before, we have∫
Ω(α′,α′′)

u(α′,α′′)(z) dA(z) =
M∑

m=0

∫ bm

am

v(α′,α′′)(s) ds =
M∑

m=0

∫ bm

am

[vα′(s) + vα′′(s)] ds.
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For m = 0 we have b0 > 0 (because α′ is not absent) so, using (4.1), we obtain∫ b0

0

vα′′(s) ds =

∫ b0

0

vα′′−1(s) ds− vα′′(s)
∣∣b0
0
≤
∫ b0

0

vα′′−1(s) ds,

since vα′′(0) = 0. For m ≥ 1, using again (4.1) and the fact that v′α∗(l)(s) =

−vα∗(l)(s) + vα∗(l−1)(s) we have∫ bm

am

[vα′(s) + vα′′(s)] ds =

∫ bm

am

[
vα∗(l−1)(s) + vα′′−1(s)

]
ds− vα

∣∣bm
am

≤
∫ bm

am

[vα′(s) + vα′′−1(s)] ds,

where in the last inequality we used the fact that the border term is 0 since we are
integrating over the super-level set of vα and that vα∗(l−1)(s) < vα∗(l)(s) = vα′(s).
Summing up, we have∫

Ω(α′,α′′)

u(α′,α′′)(z) dA(z)

=

∫ b0

0

vα′(s) ds+

∫ b0

0

vα′′(s) ds+
M∑

m=1

∫ bm

am

[vα′(s) + vα′′(s)] ds

<

∫ b0

0

vα′(s) ds+

∫ b0

0

vα′′−1(s) ds+
M∑

m=1

∫ bm

am

[vα′(s) + vα′′−1(s)] ds

=

∫
Ω(α′,α′′)

u(α′,α′′−1)(z) dA(z) <

∫
Ω(α′,α′′−1)

u(α′,α′′−1)(z) dA(z).

□

We can now combine previous lemmas to prove the main theorem.

Proof of Theorem 2.1 and Corollary 3.1. Consider the eigenfunctions corresponding
to the first K eigenvalues of TΩ. As we already know, these are the monomials
eα1 , . . . , eαK

for some 0 ≤ α1 < · · · < αK and we set α = (α1, . . . , αK) ∈ NK . For
the sake of clarity, we remark that αk does not necessary correspond to the k-th
eigenvalue of TΩ.

It is clear that
K∑
k=1

∫
Ω

|Fk(z)|2e−π|z|2 dA(z) ≤
K∑
k=1

∫
Ω

|eαk
(z)|2e−π|z|2 dA(z)(4.2)

=

∫
Ω

uα(z) dA(z) ≤
∫
Ωα

uα(z) dA(z),
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where Ωα is the unique super-level set of uα that has the same measure as Ω.
If α1 ≥ 1, we can write α = α̃ + n for n = α1, so that the first element of α̃ is 0.

Iterating Lemma 4.1 we obtain that∫
Ωα̃+n

uα̃+n(z) dA(z) <

∫
Ωα̃+n−1

uα̃+n−1(z) dA(z) < · · · <
∫
Ωα̃

uα̃(z) dA(z),

and therefore it suffices to prove the theorem for those α such that α1 = 0. In
this case, we consider the decomposition α = (α′, α′′) (cf. Section 2) and we may
suppose that α′′ is not empty. Assume that α′ has l entries, which means that
α′ = (0, . . . , l − 1). Using Lemma 4.2 we obtain∫

Ω(α′,α′′)

u(α′,α′′)(z) dA(z) <

∫
Ω(α′,α′′−1)

u(α′,α′′−1)(z) dA(z),

and this procedure can be iterated until the first element of α′′ reaches the value l. At
this point, we end up with a vector of indices for which the length of the remainder
part α′′ is decreased. This process of iterations ends exactly when α = α∗, hence

K∑
k=1

∫
Ω

|Fk(z)|2e−π|z|2 dA(z) ≤
∫
Ωα∗

uα∗(z) dA(z).

Since whenever we apply Lemma 4.1 or Lemma 4.2 we have a strict inequality, the
only possibility to have equality in (2.2) is that the starting vector of indices of the
eigenfunctions is exactly α∗ = (0, . . . , K − 1). This implies that Ω is equivalent, up
to a set of measure zero, to Ωα∗ and, since all the eigenvalues of the Toeplitz operator
associated to the ball Ωα∗ are simple, equality in (4.2) occurs if and only if

span{F1, . . . , FK} = span{e0, . . . , eK−1},
which implies F1(z)

...
FK(z)

 = U

 e0(z)
...

eK−1(z)


for every z ∈ C, where U = (⟨Fj, ek−1⟩)1≤j,k≤K ∈ CK×K is a unitary matrix because
{F1, . . . , FK} is an orthonormal set. □

5. Maximizing the second eigenvalue

Using Lemma 4.1 with K = 1 we can prove that, among all radial sets of fixed
positive finite measure, the second eigenvalue is maximized by a particular annulus.

Proposition 5.1. Let Ω ⊂ C be a radial set of finite positive measure. Then

(5.1) λ2(Ω) ≤ λ2(Ω1),
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where Ω1 is the super-level set of u1(z) = π|z|2e−π|z|2 with the same measure as Ω.
Equality is achieved if and only if Ω is equivalent, up to a set of measure zero, to Ω1.

Proof. With the notation of Section 2, we have

λ2(Ω) =

∫
Ω

uj(z) dA(z) ≤
∫
Ω

uk(z) dA(z)

for some j, k ∈ N, j ̸= k. Let ℓ = max{j, k}. Then ℓ ≥ 1 and therefore, by Lemma
4.1, we have

λ2(Ω) ≤
∫
Ω

uℓ(z) dA(z) ≤
∫
Ωℓ

uℓ(z) dA(z) ≤
∫
Ω1

u1(z) dA(z).

Since, by the computation in the proof of Lemma 4.1,∫
Ω1

u1(z) dA(z) =

∫
Ω1

u0(z) dA(z),

TΩ1 has at least two eigenvalues greater or equal than
∫
Ω1

u1(z) dA(z). Therefore∫
Ω1

u1(z) dA(z) ≤ λ2(Ω1),

and combining all previous inequalities we end up with

λ2(Ω) ≤ λ2(Ω1).

Equality is achieved if and only if ℓ = 1 (since the inequality in Lemma 4.1 is strict)
and therefore Ω = Ωℓ = Ω1. □

Remark 5.2. For the third eigenvalue, it is not true that for every radial set Ω ⊂ C
with finite positive measure it holds

λ3(Ω) ≤ λ3(Ω2),

where Ω2 is the unique super-level set of u2(z) =
π2

2
|z|4e−π|z|2 with the same measure

as Ω. To see this, let fk(s) =
sk

k!
e−s, s ≥ 0, and fix ε > 0. The super-level set of Ω2

of the u2 is given by
Ω2 = {z ∈ C : a < π|z|2 < b},

where (a, b) ⊂ R is a neighborhood of 2 (that is the maximum point of f2) with
length ε. At s = 2 it holds

f1(2) = f2(2) > f3(2) > f0(2) > fk(2) ∀k ≥ 4,

therefore, for ε sufficiently small, we have

λ3(Ω2) =

∫
Ω2

u3(z) dA(z) =

∫ b

a

f3(s) ds = f3(2)ε+ o(ε)
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as ε ↘ 0. On the other hand, consider

Ω = {z ∈ C :
√
2 < π|z|2 <

√
2 + ε},

which has measure ε. For ε sufficiently small, for s ∈ (
√
2,
√
2 + ε) it holds

f1(s) > f2(s) > f0(s) > fk(s) ∀k ≥ 3,

therefore we have

λ3(Ω) =

∫
Ω

u0(z) dA(z) =

∫ √
2+ε

√
2

f0(s) ds = f0(
√
2)ε+ o(ε)

as ε ↘ 0. Since f0(
√
2) > f3(2), for ε sufficiently small it holds λ3(Ω) > λ3(Ω2).

6. Extension to a general symbol

The definition of Toeplitz operators can be easily generalized from characteristic
functions to generic functions F : C → C by letting TF := PF , where we recall that
P is the orthogonal projection on F2(C). The function F is usually called the symbol
of the operator. It is well known that if F ∈ Lp(C) for some p ∈ [1,+∞) then TF

is bounded and compact. Moreover, if F is real-valued and nonnegative then TF is
also self-adjoint and nonnegative. Thus, for symbols F ∈ Lp(C), p ∈ [1,∞), that are
real-valued and nonnegative it is still true that TF admits a sequence of decreasing
eigenvalues λ1(F ) ≥ λ2(F ) ≥ · · · ≥ 0 and so it still makes sense to ask, among a
given class of symbols, which functions maximize the sum of the first eigenvalues. We
start proving that, given a radial nonnegative symbol F ∈ Lp(C) for some p ∈ [1,∞),
this sum increases if we replace F with its decreasing rearrangement F ∗, that is

F ∗(z) =

∫ ∞

0

χ{F>t}∗(z) dt,

where {F > t}∗ is the open ball of center 0 and the same measure as {F > t}.
It is well known that F ∗ is radially decreasing and equimeasurable with F , hence
∥F∥p = ∥F ∗∥p (see, e.g., [8]).

Define

(6.1) GK(s) = K −
K−1∑
k=0

(K − k)
sk

k!
e−s,

that is the function that appears on the right-hand side of (2.2).

Proposition 6.1. Let F ∈ Lp(C), for some p ∈ [1,∞), be a radial nonnegative
symbol and let F ∗ be the decreasing rearrangement of F . Then, for every K ∈ N+ it
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holds

(6.2)
K∑
k=1

λk(F ) ≤
K∑
k=1

λk(F
∗) =

∫ ∞

0

GK(µ(t)) dt,

where µ(t) = |{F > t}| is the distribution function of F . Equality is achieved if and
only if F = F ∗ a.e. on C.

Proof. Since F is radial, its eigenfunctions are still the monomials (see [1]) and its
eigenvalues are therefore given by∫

C
F (z)|ek(z)|2e−π|z|2 dA(z), k ∈ N.

Again, we denote by α ∈ NK the strictly increasing vector of the indices of the
eigenfunctions corresponding to the first K eigenvalues of TF . Then, using the layer
cake representation and Theorem 2.1 we have

K∑
k=1

λk(F ) =

∫
C
F (z)uα(z) dA(z) =

∫
C

(∫ ∞

0

χ{F>t}(z) dt

)
uα(z) dA(z)

=

∫ ∞

0

(∫
{F>t}

uα(z) dA(z)

)
dt ≤

∫ ∞

0

(∫
{F>t}∗

uα∗(z) dA(z)

)
dt

=

∫
C

(∫ ∞

0

χ{F>t}∗(z) dt

)
uα∗(z) dA(z) =

∫
C
F ∗(z)uα∗(z) dA(z)

=
K∑
k=1

λk(F
∗),

where the last equality is justified since F ∗ is radially decreasing, therefore its k-th
eigenfunction is exactly ek and its eigenvalues are simple. This latter fact is well
known when F is the characteristic function of a ball [1], and using the layer cake
representation it is immediate to see that∫

C
F ∗(z)|ek(z)|2e−π|z|2 dA(z) =

∫
C

(∫ ∞

0

χ{F ∗>t}(z) dt

)
|ek(z)|2e−π|z|2dA(z)

=

∫ ∞

0

(∫
{F ∗>t}

|ek(z)|2e−π|z|2 dA(z)

)
dt

>

∫ ∞

0

(∫
{F ∗>t}

|ek+1(z)|2e−π|z|2 dA(z)

)
dt

=

∫
C
F ∗(z)|ek+1(z)|2e−π|z|2 dA(z),
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where we used the fact that the super-level sets of F ∗ are balls.
From the previous computations, it is easy to see that equality in (6.2) is achieved

if and only if {F > t} = {F > t}∗ = {F ∗ > t} for a.e. t ∈ (0,∞), which implies that
F = F ∗ a.e. on C.

Moreover ∫
{F>t}∗

uα∗(z) dA(z) = GK(|{F > t}∗|) = GK(|{F > t}|)

and therefore
K∑
k=1

λk(F
∗) =

∫ ∞

0

GK(µ(t)) dt.

□

Arguing as in [16, 18] we can find those weights that maximize the sum of the first
K eigenvalues of TF , among a given class. For simplicity, we restrict ourselves to the
case of an Lp constraint with p > 1, but the same technique can be used to deal with
more than one constraint.

Proposition 6.2. Let p > 1, A > 0 and K ∈ N+. Then, for all radial nonnegative
symbols F ∈ Lp(C) such that ∥F∥p ≤ A, it holds

(6.3)
K∑
k=1

λk(F ) ≤
K∑
k=1

λk(Fp),

where Fp ∈ Lp(C) is given by

Fp(z) = α

(
K−1∑
k=0

(π|z|2)k

k!

) 1
p−1

e−
π|z|2
p−1 , z ∈ C,

with α = A/C, where C > 0 is given by Cp =
∫∞
0
(G′

K(s))
p

p−1 ds. Equality in (6.3) is
achieved if and only if F (z) = Fp(z) for a.e. z ∈ C.

Proof. We know from Proposition 6.1 that for any radial nonnegative F ∈ Lp(C) it
holds

K∑
k=1

λk(F ) ≤
∫ ∞

0

GK(µ(t)) dt,

where µ(t) = |{F > t}|. Hence, we have to maximize the right-hand side. The
proper variational problem to consider is

(6.4) sup
µ∈C

∫ ∞

0

GK(µ(t)) dt,

where
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C = {µ : (0,∞) → [0,∞) decreasing s.t p
∫∞
0

tp−1µ(t) dt ≤ Ap}

is the class of all possible distribution functions coming from symbols satisfying
∥F∥p ≤ A. For K = 1 this variational problem has already been solved in [16].
Then, a careful inspection of the proof contained in the aforementioned paper reveals
that the same argument can be used here with minor modifications. In this way, one
proves that (6.4) admits a unique maximizer µp given implicitly by

(6.5) G′
K(µp(t)) = (t/α)p−1, t ∈ (0, α),

while µp(t) = 0 for t ≥ α. The constant α > 0 is the only positive number for which
µp achieves equality in the constraint, that is

p

∫ α

0

tp−1µp(t) dt = Ap.

A direct computation easily shows that this is equivalent to

αp

∫ ∞

0

(G′
K(s))

p
p−1 ds = αpCp = Ap,

which gives the expression of α. We can now reconstruct the optimal weight Fp.
Indeed, we have

K∑
k=1

λk(F ) ≤
∫ ∞

0

GK(µ(t)) dt ≤
∫ ∞

0

GK(µp(t)) dt,

with equality if and only if F (z) = F ∗(z) and µ(t) = µp(t), which means that the
optimal weight function Fp must be radially decreasing, that is Fp(z) = ρ(|z|) for
some decreasing ρ : [0,∞) → [0,∞), and its distribution function must be µp.
To find the expression of ρ, fix t ∈ (0, α). Then, the super-level set {Fp > t} is a

ball of radius r and measure µp(t), which means

πr2 = µp(t)

and, moreover, it is clear that ρ(r) = t. However, from (6.5) we have

t = α(G′
K(µp(t)))

1
p−1 = λ(G′

K(πr
2))

1
p−1

and, in the end

Fp(z) = ρ(|z|) = α(G′
K(π|z|2))

1
p−1 = α

(
K−1∑
k=0

(π|z|2)k

k!

) 1
p−1

e−
π|z|2
p−1 , z ∈ C.

□
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Remark 6.3. When K = 1 we recover [16, Theorem 1.1(ii)], at least in the radial
case. Indeed, we have G1(s) = 1 − e−s and from a direct computation it is easy to
see that Cp = (p− 1)/p, therefore α = A(p−1

p
)1/p and the optimal weight function is

Fp(z) = A

(
p− 1

p

)1/p

e−
π|z|2
p−1 , z ∈ C.

Appendix A. Karamata’s inequality

We state and prove a version of Karamata’s inequality (cf. [8, Theorem 108]) for
infinite sequences and convex functions Φ : (0, 1) → R, where Φ′ is allowed to be
unbounded below. We also study the cases of equality when Φ is not assumed strictly
convex but is merely not affine.

Proposition A.1. Let {xk}∞k=1, {yk}∞k=1 ⊂ (0, 1) be two decreasing sequences such
that

•
∑K

k=1 xk ≥
∑K

k=1 yk for every K ≥ 1;
•
∑∞

k=1 xk =
∑∞

k=1 yk < ∞.

Then, for every convex function Φ: (0, 1) → R it holds

(A.1)
∞∑
k=1

Φ(xk) ≥
∞∑
k=1

Φ(yk).

Assume that, in addition, Φ is not affine in (0, x1). Then, if the series
∑∞

k=1Φ(xk)

converges and equality occurs in (A.1), we have
∑K

k=1 xk =
∑K

k=1 yk for some K ≥ 1.

Proof. First of all we notice that, since Φ is convex, it has constant sign on (0, ε)
for some ε > 0, so {Φ(xk)}∞k=1 and {Φ(yk)}∞k=1 have eventually constant sign and
therefore both the series

∑∞
k=1Φ(xk) and

∑∞
k=1 Φ(yk) have a limit. Moreover, given

limx→0+ Φ(x) = L ∈ R ∪ {+∞}, if L ̸= 0 both series diverge to +∞ or both diverge
to −∞. Hence, we may suppose L = 0, in which case the series may diverge to −∞
but not to +∞. Then, setting Φ(0) := 0 we have that Φ is still convex on [0, 1) and
we denote by Φ′

+(0) its right-derivative at 0. We now prove the inequality (A.1).
Step 1. We start supposing that Φ′

+(0) is finite (that is, Φ′
+(0) > −∞), which

implies that both series converge.
Since equal terms of the sequences do not contribute to the difference

∑∞
k=1Φ(xk)−∑∞

k=1Φ(yk), we may suppose that xk ̸= yk for every k ≥ 1 and that the sequences
obtained after removing equal terms have still infinite terms (since otherwise we
could simply apply the classical Karamata’s inequality, see, e.g., [8, Theorem 108]).

We introduce the following notation:

• ck =
Φ(xk)−Φ(yk)

xk−yk
, so ck ≥ ck+1 (since Φ is convex);
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• AK =
∑K

k=1 xk, BK =
∑K

k=1 yk, with the convention A0 = B0 = 0, therefore
xk = Ak − Ak−1 and yk = Bk −Bk−1.

So, we have

K∑
k=1

(Φ(xk)− Φ(yk)) =
K∑
k=1

ck(xk − yk)

=
K∑
k=1

ck(Ak − Ak−1 −Bk +Bk−1)

=
K∑
k=1

ck(Ak −Bk)−
K∑
k=1

ck(Ak−1 −Bk−1)

= cK(AK −BK) +
K−1∑
k=1

ck(Ak −Bk)−
K∑
k=2

ck(Ak−1 −Bk−1)

= cK(AK −BK) +
K−1∑
k=1

(ck − ck+1)(Ak −Bk).

Since Φ′
+(0) is finite, the sequence {cK}∞K=1 is bounded, therefore taking the limit

K → ∞ leads to

(A.2)
∞∑
k=1

(Φ(xk)− Φ(yk)) =
∞∑
k=1

(ck − ck+1)(Ak −Bk).

The right-hand side is nonnegative because, for every k ≥ 1, ck ≥ ck+1 by the
convexity of Φ and Ak ≥ Bk by the hypothesis.

Step 2. We now assume Φ′
+(0) = −∞ and we consider

Φn(t) =

{
nΦ(1/n)t, t ∈ [0, 1/n)

Φ(t), t ∈ [1/n, 1).

The functions Φn are such that (Φn)
′
+(0) > −∞ so, it holds

∞∑
k=1

Φn(xk) ≥
∞∑
k=1

Φn(yk)

and since Φn ↘ Φ, from monotone convergence theorem we have

∞∑
k=1

Φ(xk) ≥
∞∑
k=1

Φ(yk).
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Step 3. Finally, we have to prove the “uniqueness”. Assume that Φ is not affine
in (0, x1) and that the series

∑∞
k=1Φ(xk) and

∑∞
k=1 Φ(yk) converge. Let us prove

that, if Ak > Bk for every k ≥ 1, then the inequality in (A.1) is strict.
Observe that, if Ak > Bk for every k ≥ 1, then the sequences obtained from xk and

yk by removing the equal terms contain, indeed, infinite terms. We still denote by
xk and yk these sequences. With the above notation, we have ck = ck for some k ≥ 1
if and only if Φ is affine on the interval [min{xk+1, yk+1},max{xj, yj}]. Hence, since
Φ is not affine on (0, x1), there must be a k0 ≥ 1 such that ck0 > ck0+1. Therefore, if
Ak > Bk for every k ≥ 1 and Φ′

+(0) > −∞ we see from (A.2) that

∞∑
k=1

(Φ(xk)− Φ(yk)) =
∞∑
k=1

(ck − ck+1)(Ak −Bk) ≥ (ck0 − ck0+1)(Ak0 −Bk0) > 0.

In the case Φ′
+(0) = −∞, pick δ < min{xk0+1, yk0+1} and consider the decomposition

Φ(t) = Φ1(t) + Φ2(t), where

Φ1(t) =

{
Φ(t), t ∈ [0, δ)

Φ(δ) + Φ′
−(δ)(t− δ), t ∈ [δ, 1)

,

where Φ′
− denotes the left derivative of Φ. Then, Φ2 is not affine in (0, x1) and its

right derivative at 0 is finite so, since all the series are convergent, we have

∞∑
k=1

Φ(xk) =
∞∑
k=1

Φ1(xk) +
∞∑
k=1

Φ2(xk)

≥
∞∑
k=1

Φ1(yk) +
∞∑
k=1

Φ2(xk)

>
∞∑
k=1

Φ1(yk) +
∞∑
k=1

Φ2(yk) =
∞∑
k=1

Φ(yk).

□

Remark A.2. We point out that the hypothesis “Φ not affine in (0, x1)” is necessary.
This can be easily seen by taking Φ(t) = (t − x1)+, where (·)+ denotes the positive
part. Clearly Φ is not affine on (0, 1) but

∑∞
k=1Φ(xk) =

∑∞
k=1Φ(yk) = 0, indepen-

dently of the sequences {xk}∞k=1 and {yk}∞k=1. In general, the behaviour of the series
does not depend on the values Φ(t) for t > x1, so the proposition extends to every
convex function on (0, x1].
Moreover, we point out that equality in (A.1) may occur even if xk ̸= yk for every

k. As example, take Φ(t) = (t − 1/2)+, 1 > x1 > y1 > y2 > x2 > 1/2 such that
x1 + x2 = y1 + y2, while xk and yk for k ≥ 3 are decreasing sequences with values in
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(0, 1/2), such that xk ̸= yk for every k ≥ 3,
∑K

k=3 xk ≥
∑K

k=3 yk for every K ≥ 3 and∑∞
k=1 xk =

∑∞
k=1 yk < ∞.
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[7] K. Gröchenig. Foundations of time-frequency analysis. Applied and Numerical
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[21] K. Zhu. Analysis on Fock spaces, volume 263 of Graduate Texts in Mathematics.
Springer, New York, 2012.

(Fabio Nicola) Dipartimento di Scienze Matematiche, Politecnico di Torino, Corso
Duca degli Abruzzi 24, 10129 Torino, Italy

Email address: fabio.nicola@polito.it

(Federico Riccardi) Dipartimento di Scienze Matematiche, Politecnico di Torino,
Corso Duca degli Abruzzi 24, 10129 Torino, Italy

Email address: federico.riccardi@polito.it

(Paolo Tilli) Dipartimento di Scienze Matematiche, Politecnico di Torino, Corso
Duca degli Abruzzi 24, 10129 Torino, Italy

Email address: paolo.tilli@polito.it


	1. Introduction
	2. Preliminaries and statement of the main result
	3. Consequences of the main result
	4. Proof of Theorem 2.1
	5. Maximizing the second eigenvalue
	6. Extension to a general symbol
	Appendix A. Karamata's inequality
	References

